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Armitage v Fison én di 
Attorney-General v Gosling ... : 
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Lanp Reoistry (Mrppiesex Deeps) Act, 1891— 
Regulations, 362, 424 


Lanp TransFer Act, 1875; 743— 


Small Holdings Act, 1892; 751 
Lunacy Act, 1890; 743 


Mayor’s Court, Lonpon, Russ, 1892 
Pvsuic Orrices Fees Act, 1879, ss. 2 and 3; 


; 596, 612, 633 
483 


Rerarners or CounsEr, 632 


New Trials, 


251 


Supreme Covrt Rvuites— 


Order XXXVI., Rule 294; 137 
Svurreme Covrr Funps Rvuies, 777 


OF CASES 
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Mustapha, Re, Mustapha v Wedlake . 119 
Nettlefolds v Reynolds +3 : 210 
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North Australian Territory Co, Re ... 86 
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Noyce, Re 179 
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Pirie v Goodall . owe 53 
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Reynolds, Re , 73 
Richerson, Re .. --» 407 
Russell v Russell 101, 337 
St Martin (Vestry of) v Gordon wale --. 497 
Scott v Brown, Doering, M’Nab & Co. 691 
Sheba Gold Mining Ce. v Trubshawe 339 
Smart v Smart ... eos ; 691 
Smith v King ‘ss ae ob 497 
Smith v Reynolds 102 
Sovereign Life Assurance Co. ¥ Dodd 621 
Squire v Pardoe .. .. 86 
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Steers v Rogers . 303 
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Tassell v Hallen.. 179 
Taylor v Smith . . 665 
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Ailesbury’s Marquis) 8 Settled Estates, Re ... 
Alcock v Smith as 
Alexander v Jenkins... 
Andrew & Co. v Crossley Bros. ; 
Bros. v Andrew & Co. 
Anglo-Austrian Printing and Publishing 
Union (Limited); Ex parte Sir H. Tsaacs, 
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Crossley 


Bawden v London, Edinburgh and Glasgow 


Insurance Co.. 
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Blackburn v Blackburn — P 
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Commissioners of Inland Revenue v Sc ott 39: 


Bound v Lawrence 

B—, Re 
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Burkhill vy Thomas a 

Canadian Direct Meat Co., Re 
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Cross and Others v Fisher and ‘Other rs 
Davis v Billing .. Oe 
Dawes v Thomas ‘and Others ... 
Dunlop v Balfour & Co. 
Evans v Evans ... 
Eyre v Corporation of Leicester 


Ferguson v Kootenay Smelting and Trading 
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Syndicate i 
Ferrand v Bingley Township Local Board.. 
Good & Co. v Isaacs & Sons a 
Goodden v Goodden 


Gough v Liverpool ae 


Great Kreuger Gold Mining Co. (Limited), 
Re, Ex parte Barnard 7 - 
Green v Marsh 


Debts yr) ; " Posno 


aviietai 27 


Greenwood, H, Re, Priestle y v Griffiths . 254 
Gue, ae Smith ¥ Gue ... ..- 698 
Hall v Hal e . 200 
Harris ¥ , -- 556 
Hearson v Charchill ... . 521 
Hedley v Pinkney Steams _ Co. oan 
Henthorn v Fraser ee . 380 
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REPORTED. 


Sovereign Life Assurance Co, Re : 731 
Sovereign Life Assurance Co. v Dodd 644 
Squire v Pardoe . oe TT 
Stamford, Spalding, and Boston Banking 
Co. vSmith ... oer vee is ... 270 
Steele v Savory .. a we ‘se ws) 28 
Steers v Rogers ... rae sane’ << euk 
Stumore v Campbell & Co... ae ee, 
Sutherland (Duke) v Heathcote « 231 
Taylor, Sons, & Co. v Smith . 306 
Thin and Another v Richards & Oo... 501 
Thompson v Rourke ae she 592 
Walmsley v White... 646 
Warburton v Huddersfield Industrial Soc iety 345 
Welch, Perrin, & Co. v Anderson, Anderson, 
. 107 


& Co. 
West Ham, Guardians of (Appellants) Vv 
Churchwardens, &c., of St. Matthew, 
Bethnal Green (Respondents) i .-» 730 


Whitley v Challis : 109 
Wild v Waygood & Co. 326 
‘* Wilhelm Tell,’’ The ... 425 
| Willetts v Watt & Co.. nh os --- O02 
Willis & Co. v B addeley ref sts .. 592 
Wiiks v Wood iss “oe soe DUD 
Woolley v Broad ey “9 ... 592 
| Wyatt, Re, White v Ellis oat wwe 20S 
| Young v Thomas 412 
Zeta,” The 485 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
; Adams’ Trade-Marks, Re ri ‘s -». 308 
| Alliance Marine Assurance Co. (Limited), Re 42 


Heseltine v Simmons -. 695 

Hewlett v Allen & Sons ... 730 

Hogarth v Jennings «-» 485 

Hollis v Burton . “i . 625 

Hosking v Pahang ( ‘orporation . 107 | 
Housing of the W orking Classes Act, 1890, 

In the Matter of, Ex parte Stevenson and 
Others .., FP ‘a wee OOO 
Hurst, Re, ‘Addison v Topp 41 | 
James v Jones; Slater v Jones ... 554 | 
Johnson, Re = ‘6 - 411 
Johnson v Edge .. 230 | 

Jones Vv Merionethshire “Permanent “Benefit 
Building Society : es <n) Se 
Kelly v Rogers mee . 485 | 
K ingston- -upon- -Hull, Mayor, &e., of v Hard- 
ing and Others ws 624 | 
Kirkhzaton Local Board v Ainley & Son ... 608 | 
Lauri v Renad ... ‘> 572 | 
Lawrence & Sons v Willcocks. 395 | 
Law v Local Board of Redditch 90 
Laxon & Co., Re 592 | 

London, Chatham, and. Dover “Railway Co. v 
South-Eastern Railway Co... nts ook 440 
London County Council v Cross os 486 | 
London County Council vy Overseers and 
Assessment Committee of West Ham . 522 | 
Lowther v Caledonian Railway Co. .. . 152 
Margetson and Others v Glynn and Others... 215 
Meader v West Cowes Local Board . 592 | 
Metropolitan Railway Co. v Fowler and Others 137 
Michiels y Empire Palace Co.. . 327 
Midwinter v Midwinter 12 
Millington v Harwood ... 486 
Mogridge v Clapp 554 
Moir v Williams... ‘ae A ea a 
Moore v Peachey (Charing-cross Bank, 
Garnishee) we a6 ? .. 324 
Moser v Marsden . 253 
Munday v Norton ine ar . 306 
Neath and Brecon Railway Co., Re ... . 215 
North Australian Territory C 0. saeinietis 
te oa sve a 
North Wales Gunpowder Co., Re 554 
Noyce, Re ; ian . 345 
Nuttall v Har greav es its son ~~ 
Nyburg v Handelaar . 485 
Pagani, Re . 152 
Palmer ¥ Caledonian Railway C 0. . 425 
Payne v Wright... oe ee 230 
Pelton Brothers v Harrison 77 
Phillips v Homfray 199 
Pirie v Goodall ... 59 
Portingell, Ex parte 40 
| Price v James ... Pr 624 
| Pugsley v Ropkins : ome .- 539 
| Radam’s Microbe Killer Co. (Limited) v 
Leather on oe OF 
Radcliffe, Re, Radcliffe v Be wes 151 
Ratcliffe v Evans 539 


| Reg. v 


Reddaway & Co v Bentham Hemp Spinning 


Co : ° 
Farmer and “Othe rs, Justices of 
Salford . 
—-v Judge of C ity of London Court 
— v Justices of Surrey ine 
~ v Marsham .. 
—— v Young and Othe TS, Justices ‘of the 
County of ‘London aa J 
tevell vy Read... 
Rogers v Maddock 
Rogers v Rice . 
2ussell v Ruseell.. 
Sartoris, Re, Sartoris v ‘Sartoris 
Satc hwell v Clarke 
Saunders v Wiel.. 
Scott v Brown, Doering, WN Nab, 
Slaughter v The Same 
Sharpe, Re, Re Bennett, Masonic and General 
Life Assurance Co. ‘(Limited) v Sharpe 
and Others... 
| South —* Trust and Investment C. orpora- 
tion, Re, Re Bertram Laney Vlein Gold 
Mining © me ray ~~ 


“‘& Co. ; ; 


Dale to Elsden, Re i... mee as 


American Tobacco Co. (Goodwin & Co. 
Branch) v Guest 3 2 
Anglo- Austrian Printing and Publis shing Co 0., 


Re, Ex parte Sir,H. A. Isaacs, Ex — C. 


Kegan Paul .. 271 
Anglo- Colonial Sy ndicate (Limited), oe 
ove 200 


Anthony, Re, Anthony v Anthony ... 

Atkinson, Re, Wilson v Atkinson ... . 503 

Attorney- “General v North Metropolita un 
Tramways Co. 

Australasian Alkaline Reduction and Smelt- 


ing Syndicate (Limited), Re. 139 
Australasian Automatic Weighing Machine 
Co. v Walter ... ied de 
| Aylesford, Earl v Earl Poulett ae .-. 363 
Bentinck v Cape Breton Co. (Limited . 328 
Boaler v Brodhurst and Others oot GNF 
Bolton, Re, Morant v Bolton ... . 608 
| Bowen, Re, James v James 487 
Bowman (Deceased), Re, Bowman v Bowman 110 
Bowyer’s Settled Estate, Re ... 347 
Bradfield’ (Deceased), Re, Bradfield v Han- 
, — fit . 646 
Braham, Re, Daw v Samuel ae ae 


Brewer v Square . 328 


British Asahan Plantations Co. (Limite d), Re 363 
Bromilow v Phillips... * 194 
| Bruce, Lord Henry, and Others v Marquis of 
Aile ssbury éo0 oF .. 732, 865 
Brunton v Dixon ae e+e 506 
Burdett & Harris v Humpbage +» 293 
Caithness, Re, Leslie v Caithness .-» 216 
Callender v Grant ... 665 
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Carter Medicine Co. ’s Trade- Mark, Te . 671 
Chadburn v Moore ate ret ... 666 
Chamberlyn v Allen . 348 
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Churchill, Maria (decease d), ‘Re, Lewis v 
Churchill ¢ ia dep ef | 
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Cloake, Re , is ‘a is ae 
Cooke v Gilbert and Others a ... 609 
Croft, Re, Deane v Croft 25 


Crystal Reef Gold Mining Co. (Limited), Re 217 
Cumberland Union Banking Co. v Maryport 


Hematite Iron and Steel Co. ies 78, 92 
, 347 
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Owen, Re, Frisby, Dyke & Co, v Owen . 504 
Owen, Re, Owen v Wood wa ats -. 539 
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Palk, Re, Re Drake, Chamberlain v Drake... 626 
Parkes, Re, Simpson v Parkes eee 217 
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Great Northern Salt and Chemical Works Trubee (deceased), Re .. 503 | Filshie v Evington soe ane +s ee 215 
(Limited), Ex parte Fenwick... 42 | Tredwell, Re, Jaffray v Tredwell 139 | Fry & Co. v Raggio... -s. ve ane OB 
Greenwood, Re, Greenwood v Greenwood ... 608 Tritton, HS, Re Sb, 109 Gebhardt v Saunders ... © we OM 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ovr READERS should bear’in mind that on the hearing of a 
motion it is necessary that a copy of the notice of motion 
should be furnished for the use of the judge. On Tuesday last 
Mr. Justice Norru declined to hear a motion because the 
solicitor of the party moving had omitted to supply a copy of 
the notice of motion for the use of the court. It is obvious that 
in some pressing cases such an omission might seriously affect 
the interests of the client. 





In rEPtytnG to the Lord Mayor’s address at the opening of 
the London Sittings, Lord CoLertpce was courteous enough to 
refer to the courts which had been provided as ‘“‘ handsome and 
convenient.” With regard to the. latter point, his opinion was 
probably modified later in the day, as the acoustic defects of 
the old Council Chamber, in which court No. 1 is situated, 


| became apparent, and though the authorities seem to. have 
| fitted up the room as well as possible under the circumstances, 


and with due regard to the convenience of the persons engaged, 
the result can hardly be considered as very satisfactory. i 

is partly accounted for by the shape of the court, which is long — 
and narrow, and the low dais on which the judge is sleend 
hardly gives him sufficient command of the proceedings. 
Court No. 2, in which Mr. Justice Writs has been sitting, is, of 
course, simply being used again for its original purpose, but, 
even allowing it to be sufficiently convenient—and this is a con- 
siderable concession, seeing that the witness’s face is ingeniously 
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hidden from the jury—it is certainly not handsome. Both 
| courts, however, will serve to test the success of the experiment, 
| and probably that is all they are meant to do. It has yet to be 
seen whether this reversal of the policy which brought all the 
sittings of the High Court in London under one roof will have 


| the effect of checking the present tendency to dispose of com- 
| mercial cases by arbitration, and will secure them again for the 
| hearing of the judges. 
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THE QUESTION of what constitutes a proper amount on which 
an ap t may seek the aid of the Court of Appeal received 
some elucidation on Monday last in the case of Re Hilliard. This 
was an application to set aside an order made by the Court of 
Appeal on August 10th dismissing an appeal from Romer, J., on 
tha ground that it had not been made clear to the court that a 

reliminary objection as to time taken in the court below had 
disposed of. This objection was that a motion to set aside 
an order for taxation, obtained by a solicitor concealing the fact 
that the client altogether disputed the retainer, was out of time. 
The Court of Appeal (see 35 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 698) 
determined the appeal on the grounds that the motion was out of 
time, a point never argued, and that the amount involved, £25, 
was a trumpery one. The present application was to set aside 
that order, on the ground that the Court of Appeal had mis- 
takenly dealt with the question of time, as Romer, J., had, in 
fact, disposed once and for all of that point, by extending the 
time for the motion, if such extension were necessary. The 
Court of Appeal, however, dismissed the application, although 
expressly stating that the questions involved were highly impor- 
tant, on the ground that the amount, £25, was so small, and the 
case “trumpery.” The decision is important, for, though each 
case must be dealt with on its own merits, this will be a guide to 
the public and the profession as to the sum the Court of Appeal 
is likely to consider so “ trumpery ” as to justify it in refusing to 
consider, or at all events to enforce, the legal rights of a suitor. 





RvMoOURS ARE STILL flying about as to the threatened transfer 
of winding-up business from the Chancery Division to the 
tey Court. Just before the Long Vacation it was 
whispered that the Lord Chancelior was about to make a rule on 
the subject, and we have already pointed out some of the evils 
likely to result from the change (35 Soxicirors’ JourRNAL, 674). 
No such rule has, however, so far as we are aware, been yet made, 
and possibly one good result of the wet weather has been to afford 
the Chancellor an opportunity of reconsidering a very serious ques- 
tion. The section giving the power to transfer the jurisdiction 
(section 2 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890) is very 
different from the intended enactment on the subject. It will be 
remembered that the profession were represented, when the 
Bill was in committee, by Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and Mr. 
Wakrurnerton, Q.C., who, after fighting an uphill battle, procured 
an amendment of the Bill, which resulted in winding-up matters 
being not immediately taken from the Chancery Division. ‘The 
section, as it received the royal assent, was as follows :—‘ Subject 
to rules and to orders of transfer made under the 
authority of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, and the 
Acts amending it, the jurisdiction of the High Court under this 
Act shall, as the Lord Chancellor may from time to time by 
order direct, be exercised, either generally or in speci- 

fied classes of cases, either by such judge or judges of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court as the Lord Chancellor 
may assign to exercise that jurisdiction, or by the judge 
who, for the time being, exercises the bankruptcy jurisdic- 





tion of the High Court.’”” An order of the Lord Chancellor 
of the 29th of November, 1890 (35 Soxicrrors’ JovRNAL, | 
183), directs that on und after the Ist of January, 1891, | 
the jurisdiction of the High Court under the Act of 1890 
‘shall until further order be exercised by the judges of the | 
Chancery Division, to whom, for the time being, chambers are | 
attached, and such judges shall; on and after the day aforesaid, | 
and until further order, be the judges of the High Court assigned | 
for the purpose of that jurisdiction, pursuant to the Companies | 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890.” This rule and the section on which it | 
is shew that in Lord Hatssvry’s opinion, at any rate at | 
the end of last November, there was a primé facie case for 
retaining winding-up in the Chancery Division; and also as part 
the general jurisdiction of that court—for otherwise some 
ial judge or judges of that division would have been nomin- 
and not all, except the “journeyman judge,” as the rule 

ides in effect. We should very much like—and the profes- 
sion is entitled—to know what new evils in Chancery procedure | 
have been disclosed during the very short time in which the new | 


Hi 


justify the proposed transfer of a difficult branch of law and 
practice to a judge unskilled in that branch and his subordinates. 





Tr 1s an Englishman’s inalienable right to grumble at all that 
he possesses, and to consider himself, the while, a’ most long- 
suffering individual. It is that réle precisely which we desire to 
adopt for a moment on behalf of the profession practising in Lon- 
don. The Law Courts—or, to give them their full title, the Royal 
Courts of Justice—are in many respects very much behind the world 
in their arrangements, and the beginning of the sittings is a suit- 
able time for calling attention to some of the more solid grounds 
of complaint which our most long-suffering profession possesses. 
To begin with, why are there no lifts at the Law Courts ? There 
ought undoubtedly to be lifts in both the Eastern and Western 
blocks. There is no modern building in London built by private 
enterprize, possessing the same elevation and used by the public, 
which has not a regular system of lifts. Why is this? How 
does it come about that an architect employed by Government 
to design a building leaves out of his design just that one 
_— convenience which, had he been _— by unoffi- 
cial persons to do the same work, he would have been most 
careful to provide for first of all? The answer is very simple, 
though we cannot say it is very creditable to those concerned. 
When a high block of buildings is erected by private enterprize 
to be let to the public for offices, convenience of access—or, in 
other words, the convenience of the public—has to be studied 
before all things. The first thought is to utilize modern 
appliances so as to save the public unnecessary exertion and 
delay in gaining access to any part of the building. If this were 
not done the offices would not let. The lack of convenience 
might tend to keep away clients or customers, and business men 
would therefore go to some other building where the convenience 
of the public had been taken into consideration. In building a 
block of Government offices the case is quite different. The 
public must go there, whether they like it or not, and the 
officials must occupy the rooms allotted to them, provided some 
means of access is afforded. The only preliminary question 
to be considered is, How much inconvenience will the public 
stand? Will they insist on having lifts, for example? “If 
the public may be safely relied upon to take the omission of 
lifts without a revolution strike the lifts out of the architect’s plans.” 
That is the way we manage these official matters in England. 
From the ground floor of the Law Courts to the top floor there 
are eight flights of stairs, numbering in all 123 steps, and there 
is no more reason why lifts should not be established there than 
in any building under private control. There is, no doubt, a 
certain brutal forcibleness in the official contention that, as the 
public must use the building, they walk up and down the stairs 
if there are no lifts, therefore lifts are unnecessary. Q. E. D. 
Yes; but the answer to that is, that, if two or three members of 
the profession were to combine in order to give foree and direc- 
tion to the strong demand which really exists for the establish- 
ment of lifts at the Law Courts, the Commissioner of H.M.’s 
Works and Public Buildings would soon be made so uncomfort- 
able that he would behave like the unjust judge did to the 
importunate widow. He would not yield to their demands 
because they were just and reasonable, but he would put up 
the lifts as soon as he came to realize the fact that he would have 
no peace until he did. 





WHILE WE are about it, we may as well have our grumble 
out. Here is another point which has an indirect bearing on 
the subject of our previous remarks. All official documents 
have to be stamped, in most cases before they are used or filed. 
The Revenue authorities, having been from timg to time de- 
frauded by dishonest persons, have gradually had regulations 
made that, in every instance where it is practicable, these stamps 
should be impressed. Every solicitor, therefore, and every 
solicitor’s clerk has to make use of the stamping room, in many 
cases frequently during the day. He may be transacting 
business in the third or fourth story of this great labyrinthine 
building. He is told, in the ordinary course of business, that 
he must get a stamp. This is a simple request, which has to be 


Act has been in operation, and which are deemed sufficient to | made by officials on the third or fourth story hundreds of times 
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every day. To “geta stamp” sounds easy enough. But to accom- | 
apply to a mortgage (Doe d. Graham v. Hawkins, wbi sup.) on the 


plish the task the unfortunate solicitor’s clerk has to go to the one 
solitary stamping room in the building, conveniently situated in 
the basement! Through half a mile or so of corridors and down 
123 steps he has to travel in order to reach the stamp room. 
And there he finds himself in an overcrowded place, which is 
utterly inadequate to meet the requirements of the public. We | 
have no hesitation in saying that the léss of time occasioned by 
the inadequate accommodation provided in this room would, 
taken at its actual money value, be sufficient in a single year to 
pay the cost of erecting a proper office for the purpose. Having 
obtained his impressed stamp in this room, after struggling for 
his chance of handing his document in—there are no impressing 
machines anywhere else in the building—the luckless clerk has 
to toil wearily up the 123 steps to the top floor again, and 
traverse once more his half a mile of corridors. Why, in 
common reason, we ask, cannot there be a room on every floor 
where all stamps are sold? ‘ Impossible,” say the Revenue 
authorities ; ‘the impressing machines are too expensive.’ 
It is no doubt true that the machines are expensive. 
But there is no reason whatever why a branch stamp office 
should not exist on every floor, nevertheless. They could 
be small rooms under the charge of an official, and situated 
directly over the room where the machines are kept at work. 





If the clerk cannot be sent down and up again in a lift, at least 
the document might be. A small lift, 18 inches square, down to | 
the stamping-room, would be an easy matter. Three such lifts 
running parallel with one another to the second, third, and | 
fourth floors would suffice. The crowding of the stamp room 
would be prevented, and the convenience to the public would be | 
enormous. It is indeed surprising that the Incorporated Law ! 
Society has not taken up this matter of the stamps. The long 
and short of it is that the existing arrangements at the Law 
Courts are utterly inadequate to meet the requirements of the 
public in this matter, and it is time that some public-spirited 
members of the profession took steps to have proper arrange- 
ments made. 








WE nave already (35 Soxicrrors’ JourNAt, 801) discussed some 
of the questions arising under the Mortmain and Charitable Uses 
Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 73), and the conclusion we came to was 
that the abolition of the doctrine of impure personalty is involved 
in the new definition of “land” given in section 4. This section 
provides that “land” in the Act of 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 42) 
shall include “tenements and hereditaments, corporeal or in- 
corporeal, of any tenure, but not money secured on land or other 
personal estate arising from or connected with land.” There 
are, however, some questions on the new Act which remain 
to be considered. The first question to which we wish to 
direct attention is how far mortgages of land to charities 
are affected by the Act. Money secured on mortgage of land 
could not be given to a charity in cases falling under the old 
Mortmain Act (9 Geo. 2, c. 86): Attorney-General v. Meyrick 
(2 Ves. sen. 44), Attorney-General vy. Caldwell (Amb. 635), 
Pickering v. Stamford (2 Ves. jun, 272, 581, 3 Ves. 332, 492) ; the 
reason being that, as the mortgagee was entitled to foreclosure, the 
land itself might easily come into the hands of the charity. The 
same result occurs in cases falling within the Act of 1888, as 
“land” is defined so as to include, inter alia, “ any interest in 
land ”’ (see section 10 (iii.) ). As to the meaning of “‘ interest”’ see 
Elph. N. & C., Interpretation, p. 205, where the cases are collected. 
It is by no means certain whether a mortgage to a charity required 
inrolment under the Act of Geo. 2 (see Doe d. Graham v. Hawkins, 
2 Q. B. 212), the doubt being whether a transaction of this 
nature was within the mischief of the Act. It may be argued, 
however, that the language of the Act of 1888 renders a mortgage 
to a charity absolutely void. It will be observed that under this 
Act every “assurance” (which includes “mortgage,” section 10 (i.)) 
of ‘land to or for the benefit of any charitable uses ” is void unless 
it is made in accordance with the requirements of the Act (see 
section 4 (i.)). The assurance must, with certain exceptions, ‘ be 
without any power of revocation, reservation, condition, or pro- 
vision for the benefit of the assuror,” 1.¢., of the mortgagor (see 
section 4(4)). Similar words in 9 Geo. 4, c. 85, s.1, which cures the 
omission to inrol where the conveyance is made without any 








power of reyocation, &c., in favour of the grantor, were held not to 


ground (per Denman, C.J.) that the words were intended to 
prevent fraudulent revocations, and (per Parreson, J.) that a 
proviso for redemption cannot be called a provision for the benefit 
of a grantor, and (per Wiitr1ams, J.) on the general intention of 
the Mortmain Act. There is, perhaps, some difficulty in applying 
similar reasoning to the present case, where, owing to the interpre- 
tation clause, the provisions expressly apply to mortgages. 


But possibly it may be held—and this appears to be the reasonable 


construction of the Act—that although it applies to a mortgage to 
a charity, in so far as it requires inrolment, still the proviso for 
redemption is not, strictly speaking, a provision for the benefit 
of the grantor, 7.e., the mortgagor ; it must be taken in connection 
with the context, and, so construed, it is not a provision for the 
benefit of the mortgagor; it is part of a scheme to secure the 
repayment of the mortgage money. If this view is correct, a 
mortgage of land to a charity, made since the Act of 1891, is 
valid, but it requires inrolment under the Act of 1888. 





THE QUESTIONS as to the effect of a bequest of a mortgage to 
a charity in cases falling under the Mortmain and Charitable 
Uses Act, 1891, are the following: (1) can the charity take 
and hold the mortgage money; (2) can it take and hold the 
land. The right of the charity to take and hold the money, 
and also to take the land (see the Act of 1891, s. 5), appears 
to be clear. The question whether the charity is not bound 
to sell the land within a year from the death of the. testa- 
tor requires consideration. Probably it will be held that, as 
the land is in equity a mere security for the money, and that if 
the charity were to exercise its strict legal right of taking 
possession the mortgagor could regain his land by payment of the 
money secured, the charity has not acquired “land” within the 
meaning of the Act. But the land would have to be sold within 
one year after foreclosure. 





As To THE effecc of the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 
1891, on legacies, bearing in mind that section 4 provides that 
“land may be assured by will to or for the benefit of any 
charitable use” and section 5 provides that “money secured 
on land or other personal estate arising from or connected with 
land,’’ is not “land”’ within the Act of 1888, there appears to 
be no need to direct that the payment of a pecuniary legacy to 
a charity should be made out of any particular part of the 
testator’s property. 





WueEn Ruts of Court provide penalties for disobedience of 
their enactments, it would be as well if they were also made to 
provide the means for exacting those penalties. There is, it is 
true, a sort of magnificent grandeur in issuing a mandate, 
wrapped in parliamentary periods, to the effect that anyone who 
refuses to bow down in obedience to certain regulations shall be 
cast into some burning fiery furnace of judicial wrath. But 
someone must be told off to watch the judicial countenance and 
give practical effect to the wrath when it arises, otherwise its 
grandeur is apt to degenerate into futility which is not ys yw 
cent. Some day we will endeavour to make a list of all the 


penalties imposed by Rules of Court whicli never are and never - 


can be exacted. At present we are concerned with only one 
such instance. The General Rules under the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, provide that on consideration of the 
report of the official receiver under section 8 of the Act, the 
court may order any person to attend for public examination 
(rule 72). If any person so directed to attend fails to do so, 
and it is proved that he is absconding or shewn that he intends 
to abscond, the court may make an order, without any further 
notice, for the issue of a warrant of arrest of the person required 
to attend (rule 76). The rules further provide the form of 
warrant which is to issue, which is to be addressed to the 
‘‘officer of the court,” and which, after duly reciting the 
nature of the default, commands the officer to take the 
said defaulter and deliver him to the governor of a prison 
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to be named, and further commands the governor to receive 
him, and “him safely keep in the said prison,” &c. Here, 
then, is the modern burning fiery furnace all made ready for 
the reception of the contumacious witness. Only one thing is 
lacking. No place is provided for cases in the High Court 
where this warrant of arrest is to issue. The ‘‘court” is the 
Chancery Division of the High Court, but the official receiver, 
who has the conduct of the whole proceedings, is an officer of 
the Board of Trade. Is the Board of Trade to issue this warrant 
of arrest? It appears not; for neither the official receiver nor 
the Board of Trade will have anything to do with it. The 
rules are signed by the Lord Chancellor and the President of the 
Board of Trade. Ordinary warrants of arrest on committal for 
contempt of court by a judge of the Chancery Division are 
signed < the Lord Chancellor and delivered to the tipstaff to 
execute. Here, however, the case is different. The Act says 
that immediately on the default being proved to the court it 
shall have power to issue the warrant, and the form of warrant 
given contains no intimation that it is to be signed by anyone. 
This, it appears to us, makes the procedure analogous to that for 
the issue of a writ of attachment under an order of the Chancery 
Division, only the warrant would necessarily be addressed to the 
tipstaff, instead of to a sheriff. But here, surely, is a defect 
which ought to be remedied, and that speedily. Why should 
any doubt be possible on such an important point as this? 

ially as it is more than probable, considering the nature of 
many of these winding-up cases, that the number of these 
absconding witnesses will be considerable. 





Tae witt of a testator, which has been revealed to the 
general public this week, after the pleasing modern practice 
(we imagine inaccurately or incompletely), reminds us that it 
sometimes happens, where realty is devised in strict settle- 
ment, that the testator wishes his residuary personalty to 
be laid out in the purchase of land, to be settled to the uses 
of the devised estates. There are several manners in which this 
ean be done. In each case the will ought to contain a direction 
for the sale of the residue, unless the will, following the more 
usual form, contains a general direction for conversion of all the 
personalty so that the ‘residue’ is “residue of the proceeds of 
conrersion.” The difference occurs in the manner in which trusts 
of the money representing the residue are declared. The will 
may contain directions :— 

First.—To invest the money in the purchase of land to 
be settled to the same uses as the devised freehold 
estates. 

Second.—To apply the money “as if the same had arisen 
from sale of the freehold hereditaments hereinbefore 
devised in strict settlement.” 

Third —To apply the money “as if the same hai been 
capital moneys arising under the Settled Land Acts, 
1882 to 1890, from the freehold hereditaments herein- 
before devised in strict settlement.”’ 

There is no difference in the effect of these forms. The second 
and third forms appear to be absolutely identical in meaning, 
and bearing in mind that, where the first form is used, the 
trustees may, pursuant to the direction of the tenant for life, invest 
is eonsols under the Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 21 (i), without 
porchasing land, on the ground that, if the investment in land 
were actually made, the tenant for life could sell the land under 
his statutory power, and then re-invest the proceeds (Re | 
Mackenzie’ s Trusts, 23 Ch. D. 750; Re Lennant, 40 Ch. D. 594), | 
asd that according to the reasoning of those cases the money | 
ssay be applied in any manner in which capital money arising | 
under the Act may be applied, it seems that the meaning of the | 
firet form is the same as that of the second or third. It is hardly | 
mecemary to point out that where a residue ix given in specie a| 
slight modification in cither of these forms is required; it would | 
be improper to declare that an unconverted residue should be 
held upon the same trusts as capital moneys, as investments and 
cash are not of the same nature. In a case of this kind the 
trusts would be “as to such part thereof as consists of ready 
money wpon trust to apply the same as if it bad been capital 

e368 arising under the Settled Land Acts, 1642 to 1690, trom 
the treebold bere ditaments bervinkelore devised. and as w such | 





part thereof as consists of stocks, funds, or securities upon trust 
to apply the same as if it had arisen from an investment made 
under the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, of the moneys lastly 
hereinbefore mentioned ; ” but, as above pointed out, it must be 
extremely rare to bequeath an unconverted residue in this 
manner. 





THE pDEcisIon of the Court of Appeal in Bound v. Lawrence on 
the construction of the definition of the term ‘‘ workman” in the 
Employers and Workmen Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 90), 
simply follows the test established by the earlier cases. By sec- 
tion 10 it is provided that the term shall not include a domestic 
or menial servant, but shall mean ‘‘any person who, being a 
labourer, servant in husbandry, journeyman, artificer, handi- 
craftsman, miner, or otherwise engaged in manual labour,” 
enters into a contract of service, whether express or implied, or 
a contract personally to execute any work or labour. And this 
definition, with the express addition of the term ‘railway 
servant,” is incorporated in the Employers’ Liability Act, 
1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 42). In Morgan v. London General 
Omnibus Co. (82 W. R. 759, 13 Q. B. D. 832) it was held 
by Lord Esuer, M.R., that to decide whether an employé 
came within the words “otherwise engaged in manual 
labour” it was necessary to look at ‘‘his real and substantial 
business’; and in Cook v. North Metropolitan Tramways Co. (35 
W. R. 577, 18 Q. B. D. 683) A. L. Sarn, J., drew a distinction 
between manual work, such as falls to the lot of all who do any 
work at all, and manual labour, which presumably involves a 
greater amount of bodily exertion. Upon these grounds the 
drivers and conductors of public vehicles were held not to fall 
within the scope of the definition, while an opposite result was 
arrived at in Yarmouth v. France (36 W. R. 281, 19 Q. B. D. 
647) in the case of a man whose duty was, not only to drive a 
cart, but also to load and unload it. In the present instance 
the question arose with regard to a grocer’s assistant, who was 
chiefly occupied in serving behind the counter, but was also at 
times required to carry heavy goods. Having regard, however, to 
his real business, and to the fact that serving customers cannot be 
called manual labour, it seems clear, on the above decisions, that 
he was not within the definition; and so the Court of Appeal, 
upholding the judgment of A. L. Surin, J., as against that of 
GrantHam, J. (39 W. R. 457), decided. 





MepicaL ExpeERts all the world over are, not unnaturally, 
endeavouring to solve the problem of how to deal with the plea 
of insanity in criminal cases. Three rival solutions have been 
suggested. First, we have the old, and, in other branches of law, 
not unsuccessful, method of appointing assessors to the legal 
tribunals. Then we have the system prevailing on the Continent, 
and now under consideration by the Medico-Psychological Associa- 
tion, of “ pre-trial observation,’ whereby a prisoner suspected or 
alieged to be insane is “ watched”’ by an independent committee 
of experts, who “ report’ on his mental state for the guidance of 
the judge and jury at the trial. Finally, there is the system— 
towards the adoption of which American medico-legal opinion is 
apparently veering—of “ post-trial observation,” according to 


which the question of mental disease is first to be fought out like - 


any other litigated issue, and then, if substantial doubt remains, 
referred to the experts for determination, or at least inquiry and 
report. A combination of all three methods would seem to be 
the best procedure. It is eminently desirable that the Bench 
should have the advantage of independent expert opinion, if 
necessary. Cross-examination is, after all, a purely destructive 
method. Again, pre-trial observation cannot well be dispensed 
with. It is casy enough to say, “ Fight the question of sanity or 
insanity, like an ordinary issue in the first instance, and then, if 
there is doubt, let the experts report.” There may be no “doubt.” 
The judge and jury may arrive without hesitation at a wrong 
conclusion! In the last place, post-trial observation alone will 
enable the law to deal with cases like that of Lamson, where the 
plea of insanity is not set up till after the prisoner has been 
convicted, The Belgian Government has recently taken a step 
in the right direction by attaching a State alienist to each of the 
district prisons. 
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ing ‘‘ where persons are sued as partners in the name of their firm, 
THE CHANGES IN THE PRACTICE AS REGARDS | they shall appear individually in their own names,” &c. Rules 


ACTIONS BY AND AGAINST FIRMS. 
5; 
Servick AND APPEARANCE. 


In considering the changes introduced by ordet 48a into the 
practice as regards service and appearance in actions against 
firms it will perhaps simplify matters to take first those changes 


which affect all firms alike, whether purely English or partly 
foreign; and afterwards those which exclusively affect foreign 
firms carrying on business in this country. 

The new rule as to service, like its predecessor, provides two 
modes of service on a firm, either or both of which may be 
adopted. Rule 3 says: 

; The writ shall be served either upon any one or 
more of the partners, or at the principal place within 
the jurisdiction of the business of the partnership i 
any person having at the time of service the control or 
management of the partnership business there .< 

rovided that in the case of a co-partnership which has 
een dissolved to the knowledge of the plaintiff before 
the commencement of the action the writ of summons 


shall be served upon every person within the jurisdic- | 


tion sought to be made liable. 
The words in italics are new. We shall refer to them presently. 
The proviso is otherwise the same as that which previously 
formed part of the rule giving the right to sue partners in the 
name of their firm, ord. 16, r. 14 (now ord. 48a, r. 1). 
no change is made affecting the mode of service on a firm. 
The next rule, however, introduces a change : 

4. Where a writ is issued against a firm, and is served as 
directed by rule 3, every person upon whom it is served 
shall be informed by notice in writing, given at the 
time of such service, whether he is served as a partner, 
or as a person having the control or management of 
the partnership business, or in both characters. In 
default of such notice, the person served shall be 
deemed to be served as a partner. 

The wording of this rule is, perhaps, a little contradictory, 
but read as a whole, its effect is clear. Where the firm is 
served by personal service upon a partner, there is no necessity 
to serve any notice with the copy writ. Being served without 
notice he is served asa partner. In this respect, therefore, the 
rule makes no change in the practice. On the other hand, it is 
important to remember that if the writ is served on the person 
in control of the business, at the place of business, and a written 
notice is not served at the same time, in accordance with the rule, 
the service is bad. The practical outcome of this is that when- 
ever service has to be effected on a firm, the person charged 
with that duty should take with him the original or concurrent 
writ (for production if required), and also a copy writ and a 
written notice, intituled in the name of the action and (without 
being addressed to any one in particular) containing words to 
the following effect: ‘‘Take notice that the writ of summons 
served herewith is served on you as the person having the 
control or manager «nt of the partnership business of the above- 
named defendant ficia of,” &c. If a partner is served, the 
copy writ is delivered to him without the written notice, but if 
the person in control is served, the copy writ and the written 


i 


' 
| 
| 
} 
| 
| 
' 
| 
| 
i 
| 
| 
| 


notice must both be delivered to him together. In subsequently | plaintiff having 


So far | 


6 and 7, however, are new, and introduce an im t change 
into the practice, designed to remove the difficulty to which we 
have previously referred as having been created by Davies v. 
André (38 W. R. 437, 24 Q. B. D. 598). Rule 6 is as follows: 
6. Where a writ is served under rule 3 upon a person 
having the control or management of the partnership 
business no appearance by him shall be necessary 
unless he is a member of the firm sued. 

It is only necessary to add, by way of explanation of this rule, 
that it is the established practice of the court with to 
appearance, that the n appearing should so describe him- 
self as to shew that he is entitled to appear under the rules. 
This rule, therefore, is in effect prohibitory. An appearance 
which is declared by the rules to be unn cannot be 
— and, if tendered, would be refused. As to the last 
clause, in any action against a firm an appearance by a partner, 
so described, can be entered as a xlaer course ae rule 5 
whether the partner has been served with the writ or not. 

Next we come to rule 7, overruling Davies vy. André : 

7. Any person served as a partner under rule 3 may 
enter an appearance under protest denying that he is 
a partner, but such appearance shall not preclude the 
plaintiff from otherwise serving the firm and obtaining 
judgment against the firm in default of appearance if 
no partner has entered an appearance in the ordinary 
form. 

This rule is almost identical in effect with the one s 
|in these columns as long ago as June, 1890 (vol. 34, p. 520). 
Its effect is to protect a person served as a partner, but who is 
not a partner in the firm sued, from personal liability, and at 
the same time to materially assist the plaintiff in his action. 
|The person appearing under protest may or may not be a 
partner. His protest may be true or untrue. If he is not a 
partner, he is rightly protected from execution. If he is a 

artner, he is not protected from execution, as we shall shew 

teron. In either event the plaintiff's course is clearly marked 
| out for him.“ He may proceed to serve the firm again, either 
by service on the person in control of the business (whether or 
not it happens to be the same nas the one whom he pre- 
viously served as a partner and who appeared under protest, is 
immaterial) or a veritable partner, and he may proceed to 
judgment based upon such second service. Moreover, it is 
open to him to apply to strike out the appearance under protest 
on the ground that the person appearing is a partner, and te 
demand that the question of partnership may, if necessary, 
be determined by the trial of an issue under ord. 36, r. 4, and 
ord. 33, r. 1. 

If, however, he has adopted what we have above described 
as the double-barrelled mode of service, and the person served 
in the two characters of partner and person in control enters 
an appearance under protest denying partnership, the plaintiff 
is under no necessity to serve the writ again. t, at least, is 
the conclusion at which we have arrived after reading rules 
4 and 7 together. It is a matter of some that the terms 
of rule 7 should leave any room for doubt on pe ps . The 
rule says, ‘“‘ but such appearance (under protest) not 
clude the plaintiff from otherwise ying? the —. ~y* a 
words do not a to vide for the possibility 

se wou served the firm, prior to the 








proving service, the fact that the written notice was delivered | appearance under protest, by service on either a manager or 


with the writ must be duly proved. 

The above is the ordinary mode of serving a firm under the | 
rule. It does not, however, exhaust the possibilities open to 
the plaintiff. A reference to the words of the rule will disclose 
the fact that, service on a firm being a double-barrelled weapon, 
the plaintiff may discharge both barrels at once. He may 
serve a person on behalf of the firm “in both characters ”—i.,, 
in the Kesaciee of partner and in that of the person in control 
of the business, »In such a case he must, of course, serve a 
written notice with the copy writ stating that the person served | 
is served in both characters. 

The object of the above change in the mode of service is ex- | i 

lained in the rules as to appearance, Tho first of those, rule 5, | t 


is precisely the same as the old rule, and merely provides that | will be a great boon to him. Whenever the partners keep out 


another partner in addition to the service on aw: appear 
ing under protest. Inasmuch, however, as e 4 

| sanctions service on a person in both characters, and th 
/conceivable reason for allowi 


ja 

of 
are not intended to apply exclusively te same act to be done 
after the entry of the appearance under 
act other than the service which is nullifie 
under protest. 
| case of a great number of actions 


e ¥ 
such double service cenit 


pear to be to give the plaintiff the benefit of either or both 
such services, we must conclude that the words of the rule 


otest, but to same 
by the appearance 
The point is of some importance, because in the 

ope firms every ible 
mpediment is thrown in the way of intiff when he tries 
o effect service, and in such cases this double-barrelled service 
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of the way, or refuse to give their names, and he is driven to | pressly professing to depart from it, the decision of the same 
serve someone without knowing whether he is partner or | judge in Re Coppard’s Estate, Howlett v. Hodson (35 W. R. 473, 


, he can serve that person ‘‘in both characters.” If 
the person so served appears with denial of partnership, and no 
other ap ce is entered, the plaintiff can sign judgment | 
against the firm at once on the strength of having served the 
same individual in the character of manager, or person in control | 
of the business. Unless we are greatly mistaken, this double- | 
barrelled service will be widely adopted in ordinary debt | 
actions against firms, because its effect in many cases will be to | 
prevent delay. | 

With reference to foreign firms carrying on business within | 
the jurisdiction, the rules as to appearance apply precisely in | 

“the same way as in the case of English firms; but there is | 
necessarily a slight difference as regards service. Some or all | 
of the ers may be resident abroad, and some of those who | 
so reside abroad may have property within the jurisdiction 
which the plaintiff desires to render liable to execution by | 
effecting service of the writ of summons on the individual 
partner who is abroad. We are not now saying that such a | 
purpose can be attained under the new rules, a point which we | 
reserve for discussion until we come to consider the rule dealing | 
with execution. But provided the firm carries on business 
within the jurisdiction, the fact that the partners reside abroad | 
does not render it necessary to obtain an order for leave to issue | 
the writ against the firm, and service within the jurisdiction is | 

service on the firm, ‘“‘ whether any of the members thereof 

are out of the jurisdiction or not” (rule 3). The firm, there- | 
fore, as a whole, is bound by the service effected within the 
jurisdiction, and, even though all the partners are foreigners | 
and reside abroad, the time for their appearance is eight days | 
from the service of the writ inclusive of the day of such service, 
and in default of the appearance of at least one of them, the 
plaintiff may proceed to judgment in the same way as in an 
i action against a person within the jurisdiction who | 
fails to appear. An appearance by one out of several partners, 
however, is an appearance on behalf of the firm (Lysaght v. | 
Clark & Co., 358. J. 347; 1891, 1 Q. B. 552), and therefore | 
— to prevent proceedings in default against the firm. In | 

@ same case, moreover, it was held that such an appearance | 
was sufficient to ground proceedings under order 14 against | 
the firm. 

There is one other point to be noticed before we pass on to 
consider the bearing of the new rules on the practice as to 
j ent and execution. In order that partners may sue or be | 
sued in the name of their firm, they must have been trading as 
co- ers ‘‘ at the time of the accruing of the cause of action ” 
(ord. 48a, r. 1). If a firm sued has been dissolved to the | 
knowledge of the plaintiff before action brought, the writ | 
“shall be served upon every person within the jurisdiction sought | 
to be made liable.” It would seem that persons so served | 
would be entitled to the full benefit of rule 7, and would, there- 
fore, if they desired to deny that they were partners in the firm 
sued, be able to appear under protest. Further, it may be that 
some of the late partners in the firm which has been dissolved | 
may reside out of the jurisdiction. In such a case it would 
appear to be necessary to obtain leave under order 11 for 
service of the writ on cot oa abroad. The terms of the old 
rule were, “the writ s be served upon every person sought 
to be made liable,” and the insertion of the words “‘ within the | 

iction”” were not, presumably, intended to dispense with 
the necessity in such cases of service on every person sought to 
be made liable, but merely to guard against the assumption 
that service upon any one of those persons who happened to be 

jurisdiction could be effected without an order of a 

after due consideration of the nature of the 

a reasonable time within which the person 
an appearance. 


He 
i; 


Francis A. Sreincer. 








REMOTENESS IN BEQUESTS TO CHILDREN. 
WE notice the recent decision in Re Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman 
39 W. It. 697) because, so far as it is in the power of a court of 

instance to do so, it in effect overrules, although not ex- 


35 Ch. D. 350) on which we commented adversely at the time 
(31 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 656), and because some authorities 
which tend to justify its being overruled are not noticed. 

The recent case arose upon the will of R. P. Mervin, who died 
on the 4th of March, 1879, having, by will dated the Ist of 
October, 1848, devised his real estate and bequeathed his 
residuary personal estate to trustees, upon trust for sale and 
conversion, and investment of the proceeds, and after directing 
certain annual and other payments, continued, “‘ subject to the 
hereinbefore bequests I direct my trustees to stand possessed of 
the said investments, and the annual income and produce thereof, 
upon trust to pay and divide the same equally between the 

resent children of my son Jonn Mervin—viz., R. P. Mervin, 

. W. Mervin, M. H. Mervin, A. W. Mervin, J. W. Mervin, 
and any other children who may be hereafter born, as and when 
they shall respectively attain the age of twenty-five years, with 
power to my said trustees in the meantime to pay aa apply the 
whole or any part of the remainder of the income of the said 
investments for the maintenance and education of such grand- 
children during their minority, and also with full power for my 
trustees in their absolute discretion to advance, pay, or apply to 
or for the benefit jand advancement in the world of my said 
grandchildren, or any of them, any part not exceeding one-half 
of the capital to which they, he, or she may be entitled, ex- 
pectant upon their, his, or her attaining the age of twenty-five 
years.” Joun Mervin, the son of the testator, survived him; 
he had eight children, five were living at the testator’s death, 
one was born four months afterwards, and the remaining two 
were born later. The eldest child of Jonn Mervin attained 
twenty-five in January, 1890. The funds were in court, and 
the eldest son applied for his share. Mr. Justice Sririive held 
that the bequest was a bequest to a class, and conferred only 
contingent interests, and was void for remoteness. It is not 
necessary to dwell upon a point raised and also discussed in the 
judgment, as to whether the direction to apply the income for 
maintenance made the interests of the children vest at birth; it 
is sufficient to say the learned judge held, on the authority of 
Re Parker, Barker vy. Barker (16 Ch. D. 44), that it did not. 
What we are concerned with at present is to shew that the 


| decision is distinctly at variance with that of the same learned 


judge in Re Coppard’s Estate, where he followed L/liott vy. Elliott 
(12 Sim. 276), and to draw attention to the circumstance that 
the authorities adverse to Hiiiott v. Liliott, to which we adverted 
in the article above referred to, were overlooked in this case, 
as they were in Re Coppard’s Estate. 

That the recent case is at variance with Re Coppard’s Estate 
will, we think, be obvious upon a short statement of that case. 
There the bequest was to the children of a nephew to be vested 
interests in sons at twenty-five and in daughters at that age or 
previous marriage. At the death of the testatrix the nephew 
was living, and had four children, all infants, and afterwards 
three children were born, and the eldest daughter married, as it 
would seem, after their births. The learned judge held, on the 
authority of Elliott v. Elliott, that the fund was divisible 
between such of the four children living at the death of the 
testatrix as being sons might attain twenty-five years, or being 
daughters might attain that age or marry, and that the married 
daughter had alone become entitled to a vested interest. Now 
had the recent case been decided conformably to Re Coppard’s 
Estate the eldest son of Joun Mervin, who had attained twenty- 
five, would have been held entitled to a vested interest, and the 
other four children of Joun Murvin born in the lifetime of the 
testator and the one born four months after his death would 
also have been held entitled, subject to their attaining twenty- 
five; but, as we have seen, such was not the de¢ision, which, if 
we may be allowed to say so, seems to us quite right. It isclear 
that, at the death of the testator, it Be not be said that the 
bequest must of necessity have effect within the period allowed 


| by law. 


Then, as to the exclusion of the construction adopted in Le 
Coppard’s Estate, the following passage from Lord SxziBornz’s 
judgment in Pearks v. Moseley (29 W. R., at p. 8, 5 App. Oas., 
at p. 723), seems in point :—‘ A gift is said to be to a ‘class’ 
of persons when it is to all those who shall come within a 
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certain category or description, defined by a general or collective 
formula, and who, if they take at all, are to take one divisible 
subject in certain proportionate shares; and the rule is, that the 
vice of remoteness affects the class us a whole, if it may affect 
an unascertained number of its members.” It is worth noticing 
that Pearks v. Moseley was, as pointed out by Lord Biacksurn, 
a hard case, for, by the operation of the rule just referred to, 
the only one who existed of the class, and who was not beyond 
the limits of perpetuity, took nothing, the whole gift being 
void. 

The authorities adverse to Elliott v. Elliott to which we have 
referred as not having been noticed in the recent case are 
Griffith v. Blunt (4 Beav. 248), and Vice-Chancellor Wicram’s 
remarks on Elliott v. Elliott in Mainwaring v. Beevor (8 Hare, at 
p- 48). We noticed fully both Griffith v. Blunt and the remarks 
of Vice-Chancellor Wicram in our article on Re Coppard’s Estate, 
and it will suffice here to say that Grifith v. Blunt—decided in 
the same month as Filiott v. Elliott—is distinctly in conflict with 
that case (and it is remarkable that the decision was on a will 
almost identical in terms with that in Re Coppard’s Estate), and 
that Vice-Chancellor Wicram’s remarks clearly shewed dissent 
or doubt with reference to Elliott v. Elliott ; and it appears to us 
unfortunate that these authorities were not brought under notice 
in the recent case, for Mr. Justice Srrriine notices the case of 
Elliott v. Elliott rather fully, and speaks of it disparagingly ; 
and we cannot but think that, had these authorities been present 
to his mind, they would have afforded him considerable aid in 
dealing with Elliott v. Elliott. 





EVIDENCE BY COMMISSION. 
wa 


WeE now proceed to consider the means whereby evidence may be 
obtained in England for the purposes of civil and criminal proceedings 
before foreign tribunals. 

The earliest statute dealing with this subject is the Foreign 
Tribunals Evidence Act, 1856.* The material provisions are as 
follow. (1) Where, upon an application for this purpose, it is made 
to appear to any court or judge having authority under this Act that 
any court or tribunal of competent jurisdiction in a foreign country 
before which any civil or commercial matter is pending is desiroust 
of obtaining the testimony in relation to such matter of any witness 
or witnesses within the jurisdiction of such first-mentioned court, or 
of the court to which such judge belongs, or of such judge, it shall be 
lawful for such court or judge to order the examination upon oath, 
upon interrogatories or otherwise, before any person or persons 
named in such order of such witness or witnesses accordingly, and it 
shall be lawful for the said court or judge by the same order, or for 
such court or judge or any other judge having authority under this 
Act by any subsequent order, to command the attendance of any 
person to be named in such order for the purpose of being examined, 
or the production of any writings or other documents to be mentioned 
in such order, and to give all such directions as to the time, place, 
and manner of such examination, and all other matters connected 
therewith, as may appear reasonable and just, and any such order 
may be enforced in like manner as an order made by such court or 
judge in a cause depending in such court or before such judge (section 
1).t (2) A certificate under the hand of the ambassador, 
minister, or other diplomatic agent of any foreign power received as 
such by her Majesty, or in case there be no such diplomatic 
agent, then of the consul-general or consul of any such foreign power 
at London, received and admitted as such by her Majesty, that any 
matter in relation to which an application is made under this Act is 
a civil or commercial matter pending before a court or tribunal in the 
country of which he is a diplomatic agent or consul having jurisdic- 
tion in the matter so pending, and that such court or tribunal is 
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tion (section 3); (b) providing for the payment of witnesses’ conduct 
money and expenses (section 4); and (c) empowering a witness tov 


7 





refuse to answer incriminating questions or to produce any writing 
or document that he would not be compellable to answer or to pro- 
duce at the trial of any cause before the court or the judge ing 
the order for the examination (section 5). (4) The superior courts of 
common law at Westminster or in Dublin, the Court of Session in 
Scotland, and any supreme court in any of her Majesty’s colonies or 
possessions abroad, and any judge of any such court, and every judge 
who by any Order in Couneil may be appointed for this purpose sh 
respectively be courts and judges having authority under this Act 
(section 6).* 

The Foreign Tribunals Evidence Act applied’ only to civil and com- 
mercial matters pending before foreign courts of law. But the 
Extradition Act of 1870 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 52) removed this limitation, 
Section 24 of that statute provided that “the testimony of any witness 
may be obtained in relation to any criminal matter pending in any 
court or tribunal in a foreign State inlike manner as it may be obtained 
in relation to any civil matter under [19 & 20 Vict. c. 113]; and all 
the provisions of that Act should be construed as if the term civil matter 
included a criminal matter and the term cause included a proceeding 
against a criminal ; provided that nothing in this section shall apply in 
the case of any criminal matter of a political character.’ The Extradi- 
tion Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 60) was more specific. Section 6 
provides that a Secretary of State may, by order under his hand and 
seal, require a police magistrate or justice of the peace to take evi- 
dence for the purposes of any criminal matter pending in any court 
or tribunal in any foreign State, and the police magistrate or justice 
of the peace upon the receipt of such order shall take the evidence of 
every witness appearing before him for the purpose in like manner 
as if such witness ap on a charge against a defendant for an 
indictable offence, and shall certify at the foot of the d itions so 
taken that such evidence was taken before him, and shall transmit 
the same to the Secretary of State. Such evidence may be taken in 
| the presence or absence of the person charged, if any, and the fact of 
| such presence or absence shall be stated in such deposition, provided 





| that nothing in this section shall apply in the case of any- criminal 


matter of a political character.’’t 

The procedure in England under 19 & 20 Vict. c. 113 is as follows :-— 
Application is made ex parte at the Summons and Order Department, 
Central Office. The applicant must (a) prove by the certificate men- 
tioned in section 2 or yy other satisfactory evidence that the matter 
is civil and commercial or criminal, and not political (33 & 34 Vict. c. 
52, s. 24), and that the foreign tribunal is desirous that the proposed 
examination should take place ; (6) nominate the proposed examiner 
and certify his fitness. A form of order which, if the application is 
supported by proper evidence, will be made of course is given in the 
Annual Practice for 1891, p. 647. ‘‘The examination when com- 
pleted should be sent by the examiner to the consul or other repre- 
sentative of the foreign country for transmission to the court requir- 
ing it’ (ib., wbi sup.). 

Simpson v. Hazard (1887, W. N., p. 115) throws an interesti 
light upon the practice under 19 & 20 Vict. c. 113. In that case the 
plaintiff, upon an affidavit by “the chief clerk in the office of the 
Consul-General of the United States’ to the effect that the Supreme 
Court of New York is a superior court having jurisdiction in civil 
and commercial matters, and had issued a commission for the examina- 
tion of one Horton, an American banker, in London, obtained an 
order from GRANTHAM, J., for HorTON’s examination as a witness in a 
matter pending in that court. An application was subsequently 
made to PoLock, B., at chambers on behalf of Mr. Horton to rescind 
that order, upon the grounds that the materials before the learned 
judge who made it were insufficient to sustain it. PoLtock, B., referred 
the matter to the Divisional Court. Then commenced a conflict of 
affidavits. On behalf of Horron, affidavits by American advocates 
were produced to the effect that the Supreme Court of New York is 
not a superior court, but merely a court of local and limited juris- 
diction, like the Lord Mayor’s Court, London. It was also contended 
on the same side (1) that the chief clerk at the consulate was not 
the person competent to grant a certificate, and (2) that there was 
nothing to shew that the Supreme Court at New York desired to 





desirous of obtaining the testimony of the witness or witnesses to | 
whom the application relates, shall be evidence of the matters so | 
certified ; but where no such certificate is produced, other evidence to | 
that effect shall be admissible (section 2). (3) Then follow the usual | 
sections—(a) enabling the examiner to administer an oath or affirma- 


* 19 & 20 Vict. c. 113. The title in the public statutes is ‘‘ An Act to provide for taking 
evidence in her eolety's dominions in aietion to civil and commercial matters pending | 
before foreign tribunats.”’ The title given above was prescribed by 41 & 42 Vict. ©, 67, | 
s. 2, and see Schedule I. 

+ This provision would not apply to a Stute like Kentucky, in which, according to the 
practice code, either party may take evidence on commission abroad upon simply giving 
notice to the other, and without a judge’s order. 


+ This section is almost identical in terms with 22 Vict. c. 20, 5. 1, and semdle, the decision 
in Campbell y. A.-G. (1867, L.. R. 2 Ch. 571) would govern ita construction, 





have the evidence of the witness. In support of Mr. Justice GRANT- 
HAM’s order, affidavits were read to shew that the Supreme Court of 
New York was a court of competent jurisdiction, and it was argued 
that the mere fact of the American court having issued the commis- 
sion for the exazination of Horron was conclusive to shew that it 
desired to have his evidence. The Divisional Court (Grove and Dan- 
MAN, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Although the judgment is not ar | 
The certiticate referred to in 19 & 20 Vict. c. 113, s. 2, can be gran 


* Then follows a proviso—repealed yA, & 45 Vict. o, 59-—that the Lord Chancellor, with 
the assistance of two of the common law judges at Westminster, may frame rules and 
orders for giving effect to the Act and regulating procedure thereunder. 


+ An offence is “ politieal’’ within the pening ft he Benes Acts when it was 
‘incidental to and formed a part of political » (Re Castionl, 1991, 1 Q. 


B. 148). 
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rted, it is thought to warrant the following conclusions :—(1) 

by the diplomatic agents enumerated in the section. ‘‘ Other 
evidence” should be given by affidavit. (2) Any person competent 
ex-officio to speak to the facts may give such evidence. (3) The dis- 
cretion of the judge or master making the order will not be over- 
ruled on appeal unless the appellant can shew that its exercise was 
manifestly bad. (4) The respondent as well as the appellant may 
produce affidavits on the appeal. 

It now only remains to consider two statutes—neither of which has 
yet been brought into effective operation—for the ascertainment of 
colonial, ex-territorial, and foreign law otherwise than by the evidence 
of experts. These statutes may now* be cited as the British Law 
Ascertainment Act, 1859 (22 & 23 Vict. c. 63), and the Foreign Law 
Ascertainment Act, 1861 (24 Vict. c. 11). 

The material provisions of the British Law Ascertainment Act, 
1859, are as follows :— 

(1) If in any actiont depending in any court within her Majesty’s 
dominions it shall be the opinion of such court that it is necessary 
or expedient for the proper disposal of such action to ascertain the 
law applicable to the facts of the case as administ2red in any other 
part of her Majesty’s dominious on any point on which the law of 
such other part is different from that in which the court is situate, 
it shall be competent to the court in which such action may depend 
to direct a case to be prepared setting forth the facts as those may 
be ascertained by verdict of a jury or other mode competent, or may 
be agreed upon by the parties, or settled by such person or persons 
as may have been appointed by the court for that purpose in the 
event of the parties not agreeing, and upon such case being approved 
of by such court or a judge thereof, they shall settle the questivns 
of law arising out of the same on which they desire to have the 
opinion of another court, and shall pronounce an order remitting 
the same together with the case to the court in such other part of 
her Majesty's dominions, being one of the superior courtst thereof, 
whose opinion is desired upon the law alministered by them as 
applicable to the facts set forth in such cise, and desiring them to 
pronounce their opinion on the questions submitted to them in the 
terms of the Act; and it shall be competent to any of the parties to 
the action to present a petition to the court whose opinion is to be 
obtained praying such last-mentivned cour: to hear parties or their 
counsel . . . or to pronounce their opinion without hearing 
parties or counsel, and the court to which such petition shall be 

ted shall, if they think fit, appoint an esrly day for hearing 
parties or their counsel on such case, and shall thereafter pronounce 
their opinion upon the question of law submitted to them 
by the court; and in order to their pronouncing such opinion they 
shall be entitled to take such further procedure thereupon as to them 
shall seem proper (section 1). 

(2) The weight to be attached to such opinion is a question for 
the court that submitted the special case (c/. section 3), and her 
Majesty in Council or the House of Lords on appeal may adopt or 
reject it (section 4). 

The Foreign Law Ascertainment Act, 1861, applics, mutatis mutandis, 
the provisions of the British Law Asccrtainment Act, 1859, to those 

countries or States with the Governments of which a conven- 

tion shall have been entered into by the British Government for the 
purpose of mutually} ascertaining British and foreign law re- 
- No “international arrangements” under this Act have 


yet been made. 


A READING OF THE NEW STATUTES. 
Charitable Trusts (Recovery) Act, 1891 (54 Vict. c. 17). 

This Act will considerably facilitate the recovery of charity property 
of small amount. Section 3 enacts that where it appears to the Board 
—that is, to the Charity Commissioners for England and Wales—that 
proceedings ought to be instituted for the recovery of property the 
gross annual income of which does not, in the opinion of the Board, 
exceed £20 s year, and which appears to the Board to belong to a 
charity, the Board may itself. with the sanction of the Attorney- 
General, institute such proceedings on behalf of the charity. The 
expenses of the Board of and incidental to the proceedings are to be 
paid im like manmer as if they were costs of the Attorney-General in a 


© 43 & 62 Viet. Gi, & 2, aml we Schedule L 
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charity matter. As to these the rule seems to be that in the case of 
successful proceedings, at any rate where there is a fund out of which 
costs can come, the Attorney-General is allowed costs as between 
solicitor and client, and he is allowed costs, too, even where his appli- 
cation fails, if it was made with the sanction of the court (Tudor’s 
Charitable Trusts, 3rd edition, p. 344).. It is to be noticed, however, 
that the provision refers to the ‘‘expenses”’ of the Board, and 
apparently where the Attorney-General would be entitled to costs, in 
whatever manner to be taxed, the Board will now have a statutory 
right to recover the full amount of the expenses which they have in- 
curred. This would be obviously unfair where the title of the charity 
to the property is bond-fide disputed, but probably in such cases the 
Act would not be put into operation. The primary intention appears 
to be to facilitate the recovery of property which has clearly at some 
time or other belonged to the charity. Hence section 5 makes the old 
reports of the Charity Commissioners primd-facie evidence of the docu- 
ments and facts therein stated, and also provides that an annual pay- 
ment to the charity in respect of land which has been kept up for 
twelve consecutive years shall be deemed primd-facie evidence of the 
perpetual liability of the land to such payment. The Act does not 
extend to Scotland or Ireland. 


The Savings Bank Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 21). 


The chief object of this statute is to establish a central inspection 
committee for trustee savings banks, but it also effects various other 
changes of importance. 
By section 2 of the Trustee Savings Banks Act, 1863, it is provided 
that savings banks established under that Act are to be certified by 
the title ‘‘ Savings banks certified under the Act of 1863”; section 1 
of the present Act makes it illegal to designate such banks in any 
manner which imports that the Government is responsible to the 
depositors for money placed in their safe keeping. and forbids the use 
of any other than the certified title with such additional local descrip- 
tion as may be required for the sake of distinctiveness. 
The establishment and procedure of the inspection committee are 
regulated by sections 2 to 4. By section 2 (2) the seven persons 
named in the first schedule to the Act are intruSted with the duty of 
framing a scheme for the appointment of the committee and the 
tenure of office bygits members, and, subject to the provisions of the 
Act, and also to the approval of the National Debt Commissioners, 
the scheme will prescribe their powers, procedure, and duties. The 
committee may, with the approval of the Treasury, appoint such 
officers as may be required for the execution of the duties of the 
committee, and the members of the committee are to be paid such 
fees as may be approved by the Treasury. By section 4 the expenses 
of the committee, to the extent of £6,000 a year, are charged on the 
interest of the surplus fund accruing under section 29 of the Act of 
1863, out of profits made by savings banks, and not required by them 
for the purpose of their business. 

The powers and duties of the committee specially mentioned in the 
Act are contained in section 3. Under section 2 of the Trustee 
Savings Banks Act, 1887, the Treasury may, upon certain representa- 
tions being made to them, appoint a commissioner to hold an inquiry 
into the affairs of a savings bank, and such commissioner has conferred 
upon him power to examine witnesses and compel the production of 
books and papers. The powers of the committee of inspection are 
meant to be of a less formal kind, and to secure a continuous oversight 
of the affairs of savings banks. Thus by section 3 (1) the committee 
may appoint persons to inspect the books and accounts of trustee 
savings banks, to ascertain whether the statutory and other rules as 
to the security to be taken from the officers and as to the accounts of 
the bank and the conduct of its business are being observed, and to 
report whether any part of the expenditure is excessive or unneces- 
sary. In case of any default, or of any improper expenditure, the 
committee will first call upon the bank to remedy the default or 
reduce the expenditure within a specified time, and if this is not done 
the matter will be reported to the National Debt Commissioners. 
Thereupon the latter may either close the account of the trustees of 
the bank or report the case to the Treasury with a view to the 
appointment of a commissioner to hold an inquiry under the Act of 
1887. Sub-sections (5) and (6) provide for the making of such addi- 
tional rules as the committee may think necessary for maintaining an 
efficient audit. In the first instance these are to be made by the bank 
on the requisition of the committee of inspection, but upon default 
then by the Committee. 

By section 3 of the Post Office Savings Banks Act, 1863 (26 & 27 





> The words “enpetice carts” include in England the eaperior cvurts of law at 
Westminster, the Lori Chaneelior. the Lords Justices, the Master of the Lalla, the jndges 
O the Comrta A Prfate, Vivoree, ai Admiralty; in Aotlont the High Court of Justi- 
avy, ams the Comet of Genicom, acting ey ether fl ite divisors: im [rd and, the maperior 
ovustes A kaw at Unthin, the Mater of the Yhin, and the judge A the Admiralty Court ; 
and ta any <ther part A her Uajeot ys donninions, the eiperion crurta of law oF equity 
(Cheerie (eettion ©. As reguri« England this Acnition is of course modified by the 
Fdligatne beta. 


 Gextanm % anthewinen samy «! the Vritiol “superior courte” 22 ahove define’) 
peeneme: vptaicns wom <aset eeilesl) remattci ty them by foreign vruste 


Vict. c. 14) it is made « condition of closing a trustee savings bank 
| that three-fourths of the amount due to the depositors shall have been 
| pai ither i xy or t f -offic ings bank 
| paid off either in money or by transfer to a post-office wae ank, 
: By section 6 of the present Act this requirement is abolished, but 
trustees proposing to close a savings bank are to give to the depositors 
such notice as the National Debt Commissioners may require of the 
existing facilitics for transferring their deposits to a post-office savings 
bank. 
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' Section 7 provides for the vacating of office by a trustee in the event | attractiveness to the law student, but which in his last edition Mr. 
of failure to attend to his duties. This will take place if he has been | Shirley to a considerable extent discarded, has now almost dis- 
absent from all meetings of the trustees, and of the committee of | appeared, the utility of the book has been considerably increased. 
management, held during any period of twelve months ending with the | The editor has made large additions to the cases cited, and has 
20th day of November, and has not during that period acted as one| brought the cases relating to contracts into some sort of eral 
of the trustees required by section 6 (2) of the Act»of 1863 to be} arrangement. There still remains, however, a good deal of disloca- 
present on all occasions of public business. Notice of the vacancy is/| tion. For instance, it is odd to meet with a discussion of salvage 
to be sent forthwith to the National Debt Commissioners and to the | under the general head of ‘‘ Offer and Acceptance.” It would be 
committee of inspection. better in a future edition to make a distinct heading relating to 

Section 11 is meant to remove the difficulties which have arisen | implied contracts, and insert Pollard +. Photographic Co. (40 Ch. D. 

upon the enactments limiting the amount of deposits. Hitherto no | 345) as the leading case. We should have thought also that Walsh v. 
depositor has been allowed to deposit any further sums wken the | Lonsdale (31 W. R. 109, 21 Ch. D. 9), from its importance, deserved 
amount to which he is entitled exceeds £150 exclusive of interest, but | to betreated as a leading case, instead of having only three lines devoted 
such amount might be increased by accumulations of interest to a | to it at p. 72. These lines, morever, do not accurately state the effect 
sum not exceeding £200 (section 39 of the Act of 1863). In order to | of that decision; the important point is that the agreement for a 
avoid the difficulty of making the correct apportionment between | Jease under which the tenant holds must be capable of being specifi- 
principal and interest, and also with a view to raising the limit of | cally performed. No doubt the editor may say that this case is not 
deposits, it is now provided that a savings bank, under which term are | within the scope of the book, which is devoted to leading cases “in 
included both trustee savings banks and post-office savings banks | the common law”; but this is a mistake. Although the tenant is 
(section 16), shall not receive any deposit which makes the sum | entitled only in equity to a lease, he is to be treated in all courts as in 
standing in the name of any depositor exceed £200. Upon such sum | the same position as if a lease had been actually granted. Another 
of £200 interest will be allowed in full, but no interest upon any sum | subject which deserves a separate heading is that of collateral con- 
in excess of that amount. The former provision as to the forfeiture of | tracts, with Erskine v. Adeane (21 W. R. 802, L. R. 8 Ch. 756) as the 
deposits where the same depositor has deposits in more than one | leading case. It is to this subject that Mann v. Nunn (43 L. J. C. P. 
savings bank (section 38 of the Act of 1863) is repealed, but a similar | 241), which is mentioned under the heading of “ Interests in or 
enactment is now contained in section 12 of the present Act. A special | Concerning Land,” mainly relates. We might point out other 

exemption, however, is introduced in the case of friendly societies, | instances in which important doctrines have been inadequately or 

which may have deposits in more than one savings bank, and also may | obscurely dealt with—for instance, the doctrine of Haywood vy. 

have deposits standing to the credit of more than one account in the | Brunswick Permanent Benefit Building Society (30 W. R. 299, 8 Q. B. 

same savings bank. | D. 403), from the statement of which, at p. 265, we do not think that 

| the student could grasp the principle. But we are content to say 
= that the present edition is an improvement on its predecessors, and if 
the editor will only deal more freely with the author’s work, it may 
be hereafter made into an excellent students’ book. Wé are glad to 














REVIEWS. | observe that the editor does not confine himself to references to the 

SALE OF GOODS AND COMMERCIAL AGENCY. | Law Reports, He says in his preface that se ae 

, Seren acetic ial , . a, | Of importance do not find their way into the Law Reports, but 

THE Law — 2 yg “ yon —_— oY AGENCY. are reported either in the Law Times Reports, Law Journal Reports, or 

ong arog l % 74 “Be sang i -» Barrister-at- WEEKLY REPORTER; so that the importance of a case cannot be 
Law, vocate of the Scote ar. evens aynes. determined dy its ref erence.” 


This is a book which has, though somewhat slowly, acquired that = 
place in the estimation of the profession which its considerable merit 
deserves. Mr. Campbell has a great knowledge of the subjects of PRESCRIPTION. 
which he treats, and has a considerable power of exposition. A good | tye Hisrory or THE LAW OF PRESCRIPTION IN ENGLAND. BEING 
instance of this will be found in the discussion of the doctrine of | THE Younes Prize Essay OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE 
equitable assignment (at p. 60, et seq.), and the explanation of bought | ror 1890. By Tuomas ARNOLD Hexnert, B.A., LL.B., Barrister- 
and sold notes (at p. 562, et seg.). It should, perhaps, be observed | ceeger ye i Hr 

* sare : at-Law. C. J. Clay & Sons. 
that the book includes some ‘topics indirectly related to sale, in 2 P 
the endeavour to deal completely with the whole subject of title to| Mr. Herbert has produced an excellent volume on a subject which 
the property in goods.” For instance, the author in Part II., ‘The | is by no means easy of treatment. At the outset he finds himself 
Parties to a Sale,” discusses with minuteness of detail who are | confronted by the question of the true extent of prescription in 
incapable to sell, who are entitled to sell, and the questions of | English law, and very properly adopts the fundamental distinction 
competition on executions and on bankruptcy. Somewhat strangely, | between prescription and limitation. Preseri tion, which confers a 
Mr. Campbell omits to discuss the liabilities and rights of undisclosed | positive title, is ap licable only to incorporeal ereditaments. It has, 
principals on sales made by agents, a question of constant occur- indeed, been said that the Statute of Limitations operates as a parlia- 
rence. There have been many changes in the law since the first | mentary conveyance of the land from the former owner to the party 
edition of this book. The most important changes in statute law | in possession: Jukes v. Sumner (14 M. & W. 39); but, although such 
are the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, the Bankruptcy Act, | may be the practical result, the immediate operation of the statute is 
1883, and the Factors Act, 1889. Some of the most important | confined to barring the claim and extinguishing the title of the former 
decisions on he matters treated of in this book are Page v. Morgan | owner. Hence the law of the limitation of actions, which applies to 
(15 Q. B. D. 228), as to acceptance of goods; Derry v. Peek (14 App. | land and to rent-charges, is essentially different from the law of pre- 
Cas. 337), as to the personal liability of directors for statements in | scription, by which a positive title may be gained to easements, profits 
the prospectus; Vagliano v. Bank of England (23 Q. B. D. 243; | @ prendre, and other incorporeal hereditaments, The case of the sea- 
1891, A. C, 107), as to the effect of accepting a bill where the | shore, to which Mr. Herbert alludes (p. 85) aS exceptional, depends, 
signature of the drawer and the indorsements are forged; Sewell vy, | of course, on special considerations, the title of the subject as against 
Burdick (10 App. Cas. 74), on the nature of the security held by the | the Crown being founded 5 grant. Confining himself, therefore, 
indorser of a bill of lading. These statutes and decisions are all | to = proper, Mr. Herbert soon arrives at the Prescription 
discussed in a most luminous manner by Mr. Campbell, and we | Act, which is carefully explained in chapter ii, It may be suggested, 
are satisfied that he has fully carried out his statement in the | ema. that the title of the book is somewhat of a misnomer, for, 
preface that ‘‘ he has spared no pains to bring this work up to date.”’ | though the history of prescription is touched upon, the chief object is 
We consider the present edition to be a most useful book, and are | to state the law as it exists at the present day. This, of Course, by no 
satisfied that the practitioner who purchases it, and takes the trouble | means implies neglect of the older authorities, upon which to e. 
to peruse it, will find that a subject dry by nature is made very | extent the law stall depends, and the minuteness with which they have 
interesting, and that one of the most difficult branches of our law | been examined is sufficiently apparent from chapter iii., on the persans 
is rendered clear. | who may prescribe and who may be prescribed against, and chapter 
iv., on the things which os ae sg se for, These are — of 
: Wer — !oareful research. Mr. Herbert's industry among recent cases is 
> pngussalal« nie ens eal ey sor ‘equally conspicuous, and, where these are pertinent to the subject, 

A Sen.rorion or Leapina CAsEs IN THE Common Law. Wiru | they will be found to be correctly stated. A little more care might 

Notrs. By Wavrer Suimeey Surmery, Barrister-at-Law. | have been bestowed upon the form of the book, and a further sub 

Fourtu Epirion. By Ricuarp Watson, LL.B, (Lond,.), Bar- | division of the topics dealt with in each chapter would have facilitated 

rister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited), ‘its use. But the substance of the book is very good, and the careful 

The death of the author of this book has thrown the task of revi- | study which Mr. Herbert has given to the subject enables han, mw 
sion on Mr. Watson, and we are bound to say that, although tho | Connection with the various points of difficulty, to express an opinion 


comic element, to which the work originally owed some of its well worthy of consideration, 














armen 














10 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Oct. 31, 1891. 





——— = $—$—$—$———————— Tae 


PUBLIC HEALTH. 


THE LAW RELATING TO THE PuBLIC HEALTH OF LONDON, BEING 
THE Pusiic HEALTH (Lonpon) Act, 1891, FULLY ANNOTATED, 
WITH REFERENCES TO ALL THE CASES BEARING ON ITS CONSTRUC- 
TION ; TOGETHER WITH AN EXPLANATORY CHAPTER, AND OTHER 
ENACTMENTS AND ORDERS RELATING THERETO. By JAMES 
Roperts, M.A., LL.B., and H. C. Gotian, M.A., Barristers-at- 
Law. Butterworths. 


The greater part of this work consists of the text of the statute 

inted in clear, bold type, with notes upon the various sections. 

ese have been carefully written, and they adequately accomplish 
three objects. By numerous cross-references they facilitate the con- 
struction of the various parts of the Act; where the sections are a 
reproduction of repealed enactments they shew clearly the source 
from which they have been taken, attention being, of course, called 
also to regulations which are now introduced for the first time ; and, 
to quote the author’s own description in the preface—a description 
which, as far as we can judge, seems to be quite correct—they incor- 
porate ‘all the cases decided under sections of the repealed 
statutes reprodu in the new Act, and also all cases decided under 
analogous sections of other sanitary statutes.” The book opens with 
a well-written tory chapter of sixty-four pages, divided into 
two sections, the dealing with the subject-matter of the statute 
generally, and the second with the powers and duties of the various 
bodies and persons charged with its execution. The usefulness of 
the ream ed 1s increased by references to the subsequent pages of the 
book where the enactment under consideration is given in full. The 
appendix contains a number of subsidiary statutes and orders, 
including, so far as they are relevart, the Factory and Workshop Acts 
of 1883 and 1891, and the index is full and well arranged. The 
various entries under the principal subjects, and in many cases these 
are very numerous, are arranged in alphabetical order, a matter 
which compilers of indexes frequently neglect. When we add that 
all the matter thus described seems to have been carefully and 
accurately prepared we shall have said enough to shew that the 
authors have produced a useful and reliable work on a statute which 
will soon come to be of great practical importance. 





BANKRUPTCY. 


THE PRINCIPLES OF BANKRUPTCY: EMBODYING THE BANKRUPTCY 
Acts, 1883 anD 1890, AND THE LEADING CASES THEREON ; PART OF 
THE DestTors Acr, 1869; THE BANKRUPTCY APPEALS (COUNTY 
Courts Act), 1884; THE BANKRUPTCY (DISCHARGE AND CLOSURE) 
Act, 1887; THE PREFERENTIAL PAYMENTS IN BANKRUPTCY ACT, 
1888; WITH AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE BANKRUPTCY RULES, 
1886 AND 1890, &c., &c. By RicHarp Rrvewoon, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Firru Epirion. Stevens & Haynes. 

This edition of Mr. Ringwood’s well-known work has been brought 
up to date by the incorporation of the recent statutes, including the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1890, and of the leading cases decided since the last 
edition was published. Intended chiefly as a manual for students, 
the book is one that the practitioner may usefully have beside him. 
In the short compass of some 170 es it gives a clear and well- 


arranged sketch of the whole law of bankruptcy, and the appendix | 


contains most of the statutes and rules required for reference. It 
seems to be a drawback oe the text of the Acts of 1883 and 1890 is 
ee ape and in full; but their provisions are given in 
substance, in many instances verbatim, in’ the body of the work, 
and a useful table (pp. xxvii. to xxix.) shews the page at which each 
section is dealt with. The table of cases at the commencement gives 
references to all the current series of reports, and the index is copious 
and well arranged. Writers on bankruptcy sometimes experience a 
difficulty in dealing adequately with the Bills of Sale Acts within the 








petuity ” as applied to railways, and a list of leased railways is given, 
with particulars of the terms of arrangement in each case. The 
introduction is followed by the full text of the Trust Investment Act, 
1889, the Trusts (Scotland) Amendment Act, 1884, and of rule 17 of 
R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 22, specifying the securities in which cash 
under the control of the court may be invested. The rest of the 
work, compiled by Messrs. Mathieson & Sons, contains a detailed list 
of the securities which are prima facie eligible for investment, these 
being arranged in the order in which they occur in the Trust Invest- 
ment Act. As to many of them, of course, there is no doubt that 
they fall within the Act, but readers of the book are: warned that 
each investment must be tested by the statutory provisions. The 
book will give trustees a good impression of the extent of securities 
now open to them, and, if successive editions keep it well up to date, 
it will probably become very popular. 





RECEIVERS. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE AS TO RECEIVERS AP- 
POINTED BY THE HiGH CourT OF JUSTICE. By WILLIAM WIL- 
LIAMSON Kerr, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. THIRD EpITion. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited). 

The last edition of Mr. Kerr’s useful handbook was published in 
1882, and since then a considerable number of cases bearing on the 
subject have been decided. These seem to be all included in the 
present edition. As examples may be mentioned the cases on the 
right of debenture-holders to a receiver as against the liquidator of 
a company which is being wound up, Re Stubbs & Co. (39 W. R. 617; 
1891, 1 Ch. 475) and Re Pound, Son, & Hutchins (38 W. R. 18, 42 
Ch. D. 402); Gee v. Bell (35 W. R. 805, 35 Ch. D. 160) and other 
cases deciding that a receiver may be appointed in chambers in a 
proceeding properly commenced by originating summons; and the 
various cases on equitable execution by means of the appointment of 
a receiver. Among these last we notice that Mr. Kerr includes the 
quite recent decisions of Levasseur v. Mason & Barry (39 W. R. 596; 
1891, 2 Q. B. 73) and Blackman v. Fysh. The latter, however, for 
which a reference to the Weekly Notes is given, will be found reported 
in 39 W. R., at p. 520. In general, reference is made only to one set 
of reports, but otherwise the book is carefully prepared, and the style 
and arrangement give the reader all the assistance that he requires. 





DIVORCE. 
LAW AND PRACTICE OF DIVORCE AND OTHER MATRIMONIAL CAUSES. 
By W. Joun Drxon, B.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. SECOND 
EpitTion. Reeves & Turner. 


In reviewing the first edition of this book we drew attention to the 
necessity for careful revision, and expressed the opinion that, with 
such revision, it might be made a valuable manual for tke student 
and practitioner. We are glad to find that our suggestion has been 
carried out. There sre traces of the work having been gone through 
with care and skill, and, moreover, the change which has been intro- 
duced in the practice part, of arranging the matter in the order of 
sequence of the proceedings, adds greatly to the clearness and con- 
venience of the book. We do not know of a fuller or more practical 
statement of the different steps in matrimonial proceedings than that 

iven here. From the case for opinion down to the enforcing of 
, se every stage is set out, forms being given in the text, and the 
points to be considered being fully and clearly stated. We think 
that the present edition wili be found of great service to the 
practitioner. 


ROBSON’S BANKRUPTCY. 
A SUPPLEMENT TO Ropson’s TREATISE ON THE LAW OF BANK- 





limits which can be assigned tothem. Mr. Ringwood devotes thirteen 
to this subject, and in that short space successfully states the | 

of the statutes and the effect of the recent cases. The work | 

has grown slightly, but it is still of very convenient size, and the 
present edition will be no less useful than its predecessors. 





THE INVESTMENT OF TRUST FUNDS. 
Tue Sratcrory Tevet Investment GUIDE, WITH AN INTRODUC- | 
tios by ERichakp Marracx, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. THE | 


PARTICULARS AS TO INVESTMENTS ELIGIBLE, compiled and | 


arranged by Furpc. C. Marureson & Sons. Fredc. C. Mathieson | 
& Sons. 


| 
| 
| 
| 


| accomplished. 


RUPTCY, CONTAINING THE BANKRUPTCY AcT, 1890, WITH OBSER- 
VATIONS EXPLANATORY OF THE ALTERATIONS IN THE LAW AND 
PRACTICE MADE BY THAT ACT, AND AN APPENDIX CONTAINING 
THE GENERAL RULES AND FORMS UNDER THE ACT, INCLUDING 
THOSE RELATING TO DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT WITH CREDITORS, 
AND THE RULES OF THE SUPREME CoURT AS TO SALES UNDER 
Executions. By Grorce Youne Rosson, Esq,, Barrister-at- 
Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited), 


This work presents the great advantage that it does not contain 
a mere annotated copy of the recent Act, but embodies its provisions 
as to executions, compositions, and schemes of arrangement with 
creditors, and the discharge of bankrupts in a treatise ; the portions 


| of Mr. Robson’s well-known work relating to these matters bein 

This is a very practical little work. Mr. Marrack’s introduction 
contains a full description of the various securities enumerated in the | 
Trust Investment Act, 1889, and also an account of certain securities, | 
such as colonial stocks, Irish tramways, and freehold zround-rente, 
which the Legislature declined to admit. Under section h) is an 
interesting discussion of the meaning of the phrase “le in per- 


rewritten. This is the true way in which to ascertain the practi 
effect of the new legislation, and we need hardly say that the incor- 
poration of the provisions of the Act of 1890 has been skilfully 

e Act is grew von | given in full, with short 
annotations, and an appendix contains the rules made under the Act 
and the Supreme Court Rules as to sales under executions. 
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BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Forms of. Judgments and Orders in the High Court of Justice and 
Court of Appeal, having especial reference to the Chancery Division, 
with Practical Notes. By the late Hon. Sir H. W. SEToN, some time 
one of the judges of the Supreme Court of Calcutta. Fifth Edition. 
By Crecr C. M. Datz, Barrister-at-Law, and W. CLowEs, a Regis- 
trar of the Supreme Court of Judicature. In two volumes.—Vol. I. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Stamp Laws as Charged by the Stamp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 
Vict. c. 39); also the Stamp Duties Management Act, 1891 (54 & 55 
Vict. c. 38). Notes and Cases as to Adjudications and General 
Practice, with the Customs and Inland Revenue Acts, 1880, 1881, 
1885, 1888, and 1889. Sixth Edition. Waterlow Bros. & Layton 
(Limited). 

Banking and Negotiable Instruments. A Manual of Practical 
Law. By Frank TILLyARD, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Adam & 
Charles Black. 

Copyright, Patents, Designs, Trade-Marks, &c. A Manual of 
Practical Law. By WyNDHAM ANSTIS BEWES, LL.B., Barrister-at- 
Law. Adam & Charles Black. 


Digest XIX. 2. Locati Conducti. Translated, with Notes, by C. H. 
Monro, M.A. Cambridge University Press. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 


THE MORTMAIN AND CHARITABLE USES ACT, 1891. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Will you allow me to draw attention to the Bill promoted by 
this association, with a view to modifying the restrictions hitherto 
prevailing in connection with devises of land to charities, and which 
became law at the end of last session ? 

Briefly, the new Act (Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1891) 
makes every gift by will of every kind of property good, only 
requiring that land given should be sold within a fixed period, the 
proceeds to become the property of the charity. It further has the 
important effect of excluding from all restriction, as regards dis- 
position in favour of charity, every kind of property to which the 
restriction formerly extended except actual land. The cases in which 
land might be validly acquired by a charity under the old law are not 
affected by the new Act, the provisions of which, while removing the 
vexatious hindrances, in no way facilitate the permanent acquisition 


of land by a charity. 
CARMARTHEN, 
Chairman of Council of the Hospitals Association. 





We have received from Messrs. Waterlow & Sons (Limited) copies 
of ‘‘ The Solicitors’ Diary, Almanac, and Legal Directory for 1892.” 
The treatise on the Stamp Acts, which is revised by Mr. H. 8. Bond, 
of the Solicitor’s Department, Inland Revenue Office, embodies the 
new Stamp Act. The treatise on Oaths, Solicitors’ Charges, and 
Duties payable on Succession is revised by Mr. J. G. Hickson, solicitor. 
We are glad to see that, in the lists of counsel and solicitors, the dates 
of call or admission are given in heavy type. The paper for the diary 
is of good quality. 

Some years ago, says the Central Law Journal, the court crier at Keene, 
New Hampshire, had the habit of exclaiming quite frequently in conver- 
sation, ‘‘ by the way,’’ with which he often prefaced his remarks. When 
the court: opened at Keene he began in the usual form to announce the 
fact: ‘‘ All persons having anything to do before the honourable the 
justices of the Court of Common Pleas, now sitting at Keene, within and 
for the county of Cheshire, may now draw near, give their attendance and 
they shall be. heard.’’ Here the crier drop into his seat, when the 
thought ovcurred to him that he had omit the customary invocation, 
and up he jumped with the startling exclamation: ‘‘ By the way, God 
save the State of New Hampshire !”’ 

The Calcutta correspondent of the Zimes says that the Calcutta High 
Court has addressed a letter to the Government regarding the proposal 
that hereafter the term of actual service qualifying for full pension shall 
be fourteen anda half years instead of eleven andahalf. The judges point 
out that barristers appointed from England to the bench must ordinarily 
be of middle age to possess the necessary qualifications. They will realize 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
REG. v. MARSHAM—No. 1, 28th October. 


Merrorotis—Pavine Expensrs—Summons ror Recovery or—Power or 
MaaistRaTE TO HEAR EvipENcE AS TO EXPENSES INCURRED—MeTROPOLIS 
Manacement Acts, 1855 anv 1862 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120, ss. 105, 225, 
226 ; 25 & 26 Vicr. c. 102, s. 77). 


The Lewisham District Board of Works having paved a new street 
within their district, apportioned the expenses among the owners of the 
houses and land bounding or abutting on the street. The total expenses 
amounted to £737 9s. 3d., and the sum of £24 10s. was apportioned 
against the New Land Development Association as the owners of certain 
houses in the street, under the Metropolis Management Act, 1862, s. 77. 
The association having refused ae eee this sum, the board took out a sum- 
mons to recover the same s y. Upon the hearing of the summons 
the board called their clerk and surveyor to prove that the works had been 
executed and the apportionment made. Counsel for the association there- 
upon proceeded to cross-examine the clerk, with the object of shewing that 
the costs and expenses of puving the street had not amounted to 
£737 9s. 3d., and that other works besides paving works had been 
included. The magistrate refused to allow the cross-examination, or to 
receive any evidence to shew that the costs and expenses had not amounted 
to £737 9s. 3d., upon the ground that the apportionment made by the 
board was conclusive. The magistrate accordingly made an order for pay- 
ment of the amount. The association applied for a rule nisi for a mandamus 
to compel the magistrate to hear and determine the matter. The Queen’s 
Bench Division refused a rule nisi, but the Court of Appeal granted it. 
Upon cause being shewn against the rule the following authorities were 
referred to :— Whitchurch v. Fulham Board of Works (14 W. R. 277, L. R.1 
Q. B. 233); Nisbett v. Greenwich Board of Works (24 W. R. 223, L. R. 10 
Q. B. 465) ; Mile End Vestry v. Whitechapel Union (24 W. R. 719, 1 Q. B. D. 
680) ; Poplar Board of Works v. Love (29 L. J. N. 8. 915); 18 & 19 Vict. c. 
120, ss. 105, 225, 226; 25 & 26 Vict. c. 102, s. 77. 

Tue Court (Lord Hatssury, C., Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, 
L.JJ.), made the rule for a mandamus absolute. 

Lord Hatssury, C., said that the question was whether the magis- 
trate was justified in refusing to hear the evidence. It was part of the 
duty of the board to establish two things: (1) that the subject-matter in 
respect of which the money was claimed was within their jurisdiction ; in 
other words, that the money the board sought to recover was for “‘ paving ”’ 
expenses ; and (2) that the expenses had been incurred. The magistrate 
was here asked to go into the question whether this sum of money had 
been expended in “‘ paving” or not. It was suggested that other works 
besides paving works had been included. The magistrate was of opinion 
that he could not enter upon that inquiry. In the present case, as the 
works had been pecan the court had only to deal with the case of 
expenses actually incurred, and not with the case of estimated expenses. 
The board had to prove that the money had been expended upon 
paving the street, and for that purpose had called their clerk and 
surveyor. He (the Lord Chancellor) could hot see anything in the Acts 
to justify the magistrate in refusing to hear evidence upon this point on 
the part of the association. He was far from saying that the magis- 
trate had jurisdiction to inquire into the propriety of paving the street, or 
into the mode of paving it; but the board must prove that the 
were ‘‘ paving ”’ , and upon this point the magistrate was bound 
to hear evidence. that were not so, it was im ible to see how the 
question could ever be raised. Sections 225 and 226 of the Metropolis 
Management Act, 1855, described the thing to be ascertained and the 
tribunal for ascertaining it. The magistrate, therefore, had to determine 
the two questions above set out, and having refused to do so, the mandamus 
must issue. In his opinion, if the magistrate found that the expenses had 
not in fact been incurred, or that a part of them had been incurred upon 
works that were not paving works, the magistrate’s duty would be to 
dismiss the summons. 

Lord Esner, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counszn, 
Horace Kent; Crump, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis. Sourcrrors, Kent; J. 
Laidman. 











[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.) 


BOUND v. LAWRENCE—No. 1, 27th October. 


Master AnD Ssrvant—Grocer’s Asststant—WorkMAN—Manvat Lanovur 
—Emptoyers AND Workmen Act, 1875 (88 & 39 Vicr. c. 90), 8s. 10. 


Appeal from the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division (A. L. Smith 
and Grantham, JJ.), reported 39 W. R. 457. Bound was employed by 
Lawrence, who was a grocer, to assist him in his shop, where his duty was 
to serve customers and make up ls of , and occasionally he 
carried parcels to the cart at the door of the shop. He left Lawrence's 
employment without giving notice, and was thereupon summoned before 
the magistrates under section 4 of the Employers and Workmen Act, 
1875, and a fine of 50s, was imposed. A special case was stated for the 





what fourteen years’ service in India, beginning in middle life, means, 
and it will be difficult to get good men. The judges consider that a sub- 
stantial proportion of the bench should be men of ripe experience 
recruited from the English bar. They further state that local barristers 
of standing earn more than the judges, and that if the inducement of pen- 


sion be withdrawn by increasing the length of service, suitable men will 
not join the bench. 
pleaders, 


The same argument applies to native barristers and 


opinion of the Queen’s Bench Division on the question whether or not 
Bound was a ‘‘ workman’’ within the meaning of the Act. By section 10 
of the Act the expression workman does not include a domestic or menial 
servant, but, save as aforesaid, means any person who, being a labourer, 
servant in husbandry, journeyman, artificer, handicraftsman, miner, or 
otherwise engaged in manual labour . . . has entered into or works 
under a contract with an employer.’’ In the Divisional Court the judges 
differed: Grantham, J., thinking that Bound was a person engaged in 
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manual labour within the meaning of the Act, and A. L. Smith, J., taking 
Fe yore view. The decision of the magistrates therefore stood, and 
ed 


Tee Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ.) allowed the 
, and decided in his favour. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the case 
Morgan v. The London General Omnibus Co. (32 W. R. 759,13 Q. B. D. 
832) had laid it down that in such a case as this it was necessary to look at the 
substantial employment—the real business of the person in question, and 
not to regard the incidents or accessories of his employment. In the 
present case it was clear that Bound was employed to serve in the shop 
and to sell goods to customers, and although as incidental to that employ- 
ment he might have to lift goods down, to weigh them, to wrap them up, 
and in some cases to carry them out of the shop, yet those acts, although 
in one sense manual labour, were not such manual labour as was contem- 
plated by the section. It was not every use of a man’s hands which the 
Act would include as manual labour. If the view held by the magistrates 
and by Grantham, J., were to prevail, the whole large class of shop 
assistants would be brought within the Act. That could never have been 
intended by the Legislature, since it would have been perfectly easy, if so, 
to introduce words into the section which would include them. 

Fry, L.J., agreed, although the question was not free from difficulty. 
All human work involved both intellectual and manual labour, and it was 
difficult to draw the line with precision, and to say what was and what was 
not included by the Act. In the present case, however, he was clearly of 
opinion that the manual lavour performed by Bound was only as accessory 
or incidental to his employment as shop assistant. 

Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—Covunsz1, €. M. Baithache ; Asquith, Q.C., and 
Rowlatt. Soxicrrors, Warriner § Kinch, for Llewellyn & Moore, Newport, 
Mon. ; G. S. Warmington, for D. R. Evans, Newport, Mon. 


{Reported by A. P. Percevat Keep, Barrister-at-Law. } 


MIDWINTER v. MIDWINTER—No. 2, 27th October. 


Drvorce—Pracrice—SerriemMent or Wire's Property—InNauiryY BEFORE 
Frvat. Decree—Jvrispicrion—Marrimoniat Causes Act, 1857, s. 45— 
Marrmontat Causes Act, 1860, s. 6. 


This case raised a point of law as to whether an application under section 
45 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, for a settlement of the property 
of a guilty wife for the benefit of the innocent husband and the children 
of the marriage, could be properly made to, and be in any way dealt with 
by, the court, before the pronouncing of the final decree in a suit, either 
for dissolution of marriage or judicial separation. Section 45 of the Act 
of 1857 provides that “‘ in any case in which the court shall pronounce a 
sentence of divorce or judicial separation for adultery of the wife if it 
shall be made to appear to the court that the wife is entitled to any pro- 
perty . . . it shall be lawful for the court, if it shall think proper, to 
order such settlement as it shall think reasonable to be made of such pro- 

, or any part thereof, for the benefit of the innocent party and of the 

of the marriage or of either of them.’’ Section 6 of the Matri- 

monial Causes Act, 1860, provides that ‘‘ any instrument executed pursu- 
ant to any order of the court ’’ under section 45 of the Act of 1857, “ at 
the time of or after the pronouncing of a final decree of divorce or judicial 
deemed valid and effectual in the law, notwithstanding 
existence of the disability of coverture at the time of the execution 
thereof.””’ Rule 95 of the Rules of Procedure under the Matrimonial 
Causes Acts provides that applications to the court under section 45 of 
the Act of 1857 are to be made in a separate petition, which must be filed 
as soon as, by the Matrimonial Causes Acts, such applications can be made, 
or within one month thereafter ; and rule 101 provides that such pleadings 
i.c., such petition and the answer thereto) shall be in the first instance 
referred to the registrar for investigation of the averments therein con- 
tained, and that the registrar shall report to the court the result of such 
investigation, and any special circumstances to be considered with refer- 
ence to the — In the present case the husband, on July 19, 1890, 
had a decree nisi for divorce on the ground of his wife’s adultery. 
On December 15, 1890, he presented a petition under section 45 that a 
settlement might be ordered of the wife’s property so as to secure the 
payment of an annual sum to him during his life, and for the children of 
the marriage after his death. The petition was answered by the wife and 
referred to the registrar, who reported that the wife was entitled to certain 
property both under her father’s will and under a post-nuptial settlement 
executed by the husband, but that all the wife’s property was subject to 
a restraint on anticipation. On July 15, 1891, the husband moved before 
Jeune, J., that the wife, on the decree nisi being made absolute, do settle 
the to which she was entitled both under the father’s will and 
, 80 as to secure the payment of £700 a year to the husband; 
that a deed might be drawn forthwith, to be settled by the registrar, for 
the purpose of carrying out such settlement, and that the wife might be 
ordered to attend in court to execute such settlement on the pronouncing 
the decree absolute, and that in the event of her failure to do so the 
might be ordered to then and there execute the deed of settle- 
ment on her behalf. No decree absolute had yet been pronounced, and 
the husband alleged that he believed that his wife would immediately 
marry again as soon as the decree nisi was made absolute, so as to pre- 
vent the court making any effectual order for a settlement against her, 
as the restraint on anticipation would revive on the second marriage. 
Jeune, J., dismissed the husband’s motion, on the ground that according 
to the ee pacts of the court the petition for variation of the 
section 45 should be presented after the final decree, 

and that in the present case he saw no reason to suppose there was any 
on the part of the wife to defraud or to force the power of the 

court in the way . The husband now appealed, but on the hearing 
& the appeal only claimed to have an inquiry Tannen as to the details 
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of the wife’s property, and as -to the proportion to be settled in case a 
settlement should hereafter be directed by the court. The husband also 
undertook to give security for the costs of such inquiry in the event of 
a final decree not being pronounced. It was contended.on behalf of the 
wife that the court had no jurisdiction before the pronouncing of the final 
decree to hear or in any way deal with any application with reference to 
a settlement of the wife’s property ; and further, that, even if there were 
jurisdiction, there was no necessity for an inquiry to be directed in the 
present case. 


Tue Covert (Linp.ey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal, 
but without costs. Linp.ey, L.J., said that the husband, by his notice 
of motion, had asked a great deal more than he was entitled to, and more 
than the court had power to grant. No order for a settlement could be 
made by the court before the final decree ; but, on the other hand, having 
regard to section 45 of the Act of 1857, section 6 of the Act of 1860, and 
rules 95 and 101, it was absolutely hopeless to contend that the court had 
no jurisdiction, before the final decree was pronounced, to order an in- 

uiry as to the details of the property of the wife. It was obvious that 
the court had such jurisdiction in order to put itself in a position to make, 
after the final decree, an effectual order for the settlement of the wife’s 
property if it should then think fit to do so. In the present case his lord- 
ship thought such an inquiry was desirable, as the court had not sufficient 
information as to the wife’s property to enable it to make an effectual 
order for its settlement if the court should hereafter think fit to do so. 


Bowen, L.J., concurred. The only question of legal interest involved in 
their decision was whether a petition under section 45 could properly be 
presented to and in any way dealt with by the court before the decree in 
the suit was made absolute. It might be essential to justice that the right 
| given to the husband by section 45 should be a right capable of being 
| reaped immediately after the pronouncing of the final decree; delay be- 

tween the final decree and the settlement might be injurious both to the 

innocent husband and to the children, because the wife might marry again 

immediately after the fina] decree, and by doing so revive the restraint on 

anticipation on her property, and thus prevent a settlement being made 

of that property. For the purposes of justice it might, therefore, be 

necessary that the final decree and the order for settlement should be 

dealt with substantialiy wxo flatu. It was obvious, therefore, that the 
| court must have the inherent power to provide for the collection of such 
information before the final decree as might be essential to enable the 
court to do justice, and to give effect to section 45. 

Kay, L.J., concurred.—Counse., Inderwick, Q.C., and Priestley ; Jelf, 
Q.C., Searle, and Mulligan. Soutcrrors, VW. W. Palmer ; Webster § Webster 

{Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 








STEELE v. SAVORY—No. 2, 27th October. 
Practisce—Discovery—AFrripavir or Documents—R. 8S. C., XXXI., 12 


This was an appeal by the plaintiffs from the refusal of Stirling, J., to 
order the defendants to make a further affidavit of documents. The 
action was brought by certain members of the Royal College of Surgeons 
of England, professing to sue on behalf of themselves and all other the 
members of the college, against the president, vice-presidents, and the 
members of the council of the college, to establish, as against the 
defendants, who are the present governing body of the college, certain 
rights of meeting. The plaintiffs alleged that the college is an ancient 
corporation, and that they and all the members were entitled, under the 
ancient incorporation, to a right of assembling together in the hall of the 
college at certain times for the discussion of matters relating to their 
interests as members, without being subject to any veto by the defendants. 
The defendants, by the defence, specifically denied that the college is an 
ancient corporation, and alleged that the existing corporation was first 
created and established by royal charter in the year 1800. The defendants 
had made an affidavit of documents, which was in the usual form. Among 
the documents mentioned in the affidavit were certain minute books, some 
of which, on inspection, were found to contain references to other docu- 
ments prior in date to 1800, and therefore before the incorporation of the 
present College of Surgeons. These documents, as the plaintiffs alleged, 
related to certain negotiations and discussions that were carried on in the 
years 1796—1800 between certain members of the old company of surgeons 
and the court of assistants (who were the governing y of the old 
company) with reference to obtaining an Act of Parliament for the 
incorporation of the old company. ‘The plaintiffs had moved that the 
defendants might be ordered to file a further affidavit, giving full par- 
ticulars of all the documents so referred to in the minute books. Stirling, 
J., had dismissed the application, and the plaintiffs now appealed. 


Tue Court (Liypiey and Kay, L.JJ.), without calling on the respondents, 
dismissed the appeal. 

Linpiey, L.J., said that the affidavits of documents made by the 
secretary of the Royal College of Surgeons was unexceptionable and 
correct in point of form and on the face of it. It should therefore be 
accepted and acted upon unless some good reason were shewh to the con- 
trary. Under the present practice a party making an affidavit of 
documents could not be cross-examined on his affidavit, and the reason 
for that was that under the old practice it was found that litigants were 
oppressed by great expense and delay on questions of discovery, It might 
be that the rights of the members of the old company of surgeons might 
hereafter be found to be material, but at present he was not satisfied of 
that. After reading the affidavit of documents made by the defendants’ 
secretary, his lordship was not satisfied that the old documents referred to 
would be material, and accardipgly, in his opinion, the case fell within 
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Kay, L.J., concurred, and said that on motions of this kind contentious 
affidavits ought not to be made or allowed. One of the questions raised 
was whether the old company of surgeons had been dissolved when the 
present college was constituted by the charter of 1800; and another 
question was whether, even if the old company had not bcen dissolved. 
it was competent for the plaintiffs in an action of this kind, in which they 
were suing as members of the present college, to assert that the old 
company was not dissolved. This was a matter to be decided in limine, 
and in his lordships’ opinion the present application was premature. It 
was contrary to the practice of the courts to grant discovery wben there 
was a preliminary question to be tried, the decision of which might render 
the discovery soughtjuseless and improper.—CovunsEL, Moulion, Q.C., and 
Costello; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and J. R. Paget. Soutcrrors, Ernest C. 
Ellis ; Wilde, Berger, § Moore. 

[Reported by M. J. Buaxt, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
EDMUNDS +. JAMES—27th October. 


Licenstnc Acts — Permitrinc Drunkenness on Licensep PremisEs — 
InroxicaTine Liqvor (Licenstne) Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), s. 13. 
The question in this case was whether a publican who serves with liquor 

a person who was already intoxicated when he entered the licensed 
premises can be convicted of permitting drunkenness on his premises. 
Section 13 of the Licensing Act, 1872, provides that ‘“‘if any licensed 
person permits drunkenness or any violent, quarrelsome, or riotous 
conduct to take place on his premises, or sells any intoxicating liquor to 
any drunken person, he shall be liable to a penalty.’’ In the present case 
the appellant Edmunds was charged before the justices of Monmouthshire, 
sitting at Pontypool, under the first part of the section, for that he, being 
a licensed person, permitted drunkenness to take place on his premises. It 
was proved that a man came into the house drunk, and that three-penny- 
worth of whisky was sold to him in the house. The publican contended 
that he had not permitted drunkenness on his premises, as the man did not 
become drunk there. The justices convicted the appellant, and the court 
of quarter sessions affirmed their decision, but stated this case for the 
epinion of the High Court. 


Tue Covrt held that the conviction was right, and must be upheld. 


Martuew, J., said that the point was perfectly clear, although it appeared 
to have exercised the minds of the magistrates. A publican who supplied 
a drunken man with more liquor had undoubtedly permitted drunkenness 
upon his premises. , 

A. L. Surrn, J., said that it did not follow that, because the publican 
might be convicted under the latter part of the section for selling the 
liquor, he could not be convicted under the first part of it. Selling 
liquor to a drunken man was permitting him to be drunk on the premises. 
Conviction affirmed.—Counsz1, Je/f, Q.C., and A. J. Ram; Walton, Q.C., 
and W. Daniell. Soxicrrors, Few § Co., for Bythway ¢ Son, Pontypool ; 
Le Brasseur § Oakley, for Edwards § Le Brasseur, Pontypool. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


DRINKWATER v. BOND—27th October. 


Emptoyers’ Lianttrry Act, 1880— Orper or Foreman — Omission TO 
ASCERTAIN WHETHER WORK IS DANGEROUS OR NOT—NEGLIGENCE. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the Leicester County Court in a 
case where a workman sued his employer under section 1 (3) of the Em- 
ployers’ Liability Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 42), in respect of personal 
injuries caused by reason of the negligence of defendant’s foreman, who 
ordered the plaintiff to do work in the performance of which the injuries 
were sustained. The question was, whether it was the duty of the fore- 
man to ascertain whether or not the performance of the work would be 
attended with danger to the plaintiff. The plaintiff was attending to an 
engine under the orders of Small, the foremaa. The engine would not 
work owing to the exhaust-pipe in connection with it being frozen. 
Small ordered the plaintiff to stand on the fly-wheel and apply a bucket 
of hot coals to the pipe. He did so, and the engine started, the fly-wheel 
throwing the plaintiff to the ground and causing him serious injuries. 
The county court judge found as follows :—‘‘I find that there was negli- 
gence in Small in ordering the plaintiff to apply the hot coals to thaw the 
exhaust-pipe, but that he had no reason to suppose that the engine was 
‘in gear,’ nor had he any reason to suppose that the fly-wheel would re- 
volve as it did. Small had nothing to do with the engine, and did not 
consult the engine. driver whether it was safe to apply hot coals to the 
pipe. The evidence leaves me uncertain whether it was out of gear, but 
Small clearly believed that it was so. If there was any negligence it was 
in not consulting the engine-driver and ascertaining whether it was or was 
not safe to apply the hot coals, and I find for the plaintiff damages £60.” 


on the part of Small, the foreman, in giving the order which led -to the 
injury. 
A. L. Surru, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, G. Sills; A. 
T. Toller. Sotrcrrors, Rodgers § Clarkson, for Hinks, Leicester; ®@. H. 
Buckby, Leicester. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dixt, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
PEDLEY rv. MORRIS—Q. B. Div., 27th October. 


Liset—Souicrron—ALLEGATIONS CONTAINED IN WritreN OBJECTIONS TO 
TAXATION—PRIVILEGE. 


* This was the argument of points of law raised in the pleadings in an action 
for libel, the question being whether the solicitor in an action can be made 
liable in respect of allegations affecting the character of another solicitor 
made by him in written objections to bills of costs which were under 
taxation pursuant to an order of the court. The facts set out in the 
statement of claim were shortly as follows :—The plaintiffs were members 
of a firm of solicitors who acted for plaintiffs and defendants in an 
administration action—Ite Hine. On the Ist of December, 1890, Keke- 
wich, J., made an order in the administration action directing taxation 
of the costs of the plaintiffs and defendants in the said action, and allowing 
Messrs. Carlile and Appleton, creditors of the estate, to tax the said costs 
at the expense of the estate. ‘The defendant in the present action, acting 
as solicitor for Messrs. Carlile and Appleton in the inistration action, 
lodged written objections to the said bills of costs. These objections 
contained certain charges against the plaintiffs alleged to be libellous. 
One defence raised was that the words were published by the defendant 
only as objections lodged in the taxation and in his capacity of solicitor 
and advocate for Messrs. Carlile and Appleton, and in discharge of the duties 
imposed upon him by the rules and practice of the court to state and lodge 
in the form of written objections the points, facts, and arguments on 
which he intended to rely, and that the said words were relevant to the 
matters in question on such taxation, and were published bond Ade in the 
belief that they were true, and that it was the duty of the defendant, in 
the interests of his clients, to lodge such objections, and without malice. 
On these grounds it was said that the publication was privil ; 
Munster v. Lamb (11 Q. B. D. 588) and Kennedy v. Hilliard (10 Tr. C. L. 
Rep. (N. 8.) 195) were relied on in support of this contention. 

Day, J.—This case raises a question as to whether the occasion of the 
publication of what is alleged to be a libel was or was not absolutely 
privileged, and whether the person who feels that his character has been 
prejudiced can have any remedy in respect of such publication. .The 
alleged libel in this case was published in the form of objections lodged 
(and which had to be lodged under the rules of court) to a bill of costs 
which had been submitted for taxation by the plaintiffs. In the course 
of these objections it is alleged that reflections were made upon the con- 
duct and character of the solicitors whose bill was being taxed. It often 
happens, no doubt, in making objections to bills of costs that reflections 
are cast, orally, upon the character of the persons who are making the 
claims contained in the bills—sometimes with reason, sometimes unreason- 
ably. By the rules of court it is necessary that in some cases the ob- 
jections should be made in writing, and that was so in the present case. 
These objections ought to be such as the parties making them mtend to 
insist upon at the taxation. No one can doubt that oral objections made 
at the taxation would come fairly within the principle as well as within 
the letter of the decision in Munster v. Lamb and the numerous cases 
which are there referred to—decisions by which I am bound, and to which 
I most cordially accede. It would be most inconvenient that advocates 
should not be able to make statements on behalf of their clients without 
fear of being harassed by actions for libel. Were it not so, the relevancy 
of statements in former proceedings would have to be investigated in sub- 
sequent proceedings for libel—a course which would be most pernicious. 
This case falls within that principle. I have no doubt whatever that when, 
in accordance with a rule of court, objections have been set out in writing, 
the same principles apply as in the case of statements made verbally in 
court, and that, therefore, our judgment should be for the defendant. 

Grantuam, J.—I am of the same opinion. This case, although not in 
terms within the decision in Munster vy. Lamb, is within the princi 
involved in that case. It is not even necessary to rely upon that case, 
the present case is covered by the old doctrine that language used in 
judicial proceedings should not be the subject of an action. In Munster v. 
Lamb (at p. 601) the Master of the Rolls states that the persons who can 
claim privilege with respect to ‘‘ everything said or written in the course 
of an inquiry as to the administration of the law” are “ judges, advo- 
cates, parties, and witnesses.” It might be argued that, inasmuch as the 
Master of the Rolls did not name solicitors in this enumeration, he meant 
to exclude them; but I am confident that such was not his intention, and 
he says himself that his enumeration is not exhaustive. In the case of 
Henderson v. Broomhead (4 H. & N. 569, at p. 579) Crompton, J., says >— 





The defendant appealed. 

Tue Covrr held that the county court judge was right. 

Matuew, J., said that Small, as foreman, was bound not to put the 
man in a position which might be dangerous without ascertaining whether 
it would be dangerous or not. The position in which the plaintiff was put 
in this case was one of very obvious danger, supposing the engine to be 
‘in gear,’’ and Small put him in that position without inquiring of the 
engine-driver whether or not the engine was “in gear ’’—that is, Small by 
his order put the man in a position in which he was certain to be injured | 
if the road was in gear, as it was in fact, without ascertaining if it was | 


so. In effect the findings of the judge shewed that there was negligence 


**No action will lie for words spoken or written in the course of any 
judicial proceeding,’’ and that principle has been acted upon from the 
earliest times. It was stated in the ju ent of the court in Cyéler y. 
Dixon (4 Rep. 14b) that ‘if actions should be permitted in such cases” 


| (ie, Where the words complained of had been written in judicial pro- 


ceedings), ‘‘ those who have just cause for complaint would not dare to 
complain for fear of infinite vexation.’’ Now, in this case it may be that 
the statements made are quite untrue, but yet it may have been the duty 
of the solicitor to make them and have them investigated before the 
taxing master. I am of opinion that the case comes within the —_ 
of the decisions of which Mester v. Lemd is only an exempl 





























































































Judgment for the defendant.—Counset, Woolf, Q.C., and W. Graham; 
Horne Payne, Q.C., and J. A. Rentoul. Soxticrrors, E. C. Rawlings ; 
William C. Goulding. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Re FRANCIS JOHN CARLYLE (A SOLICITOR)—Q. B. Div. (Lord Coleridge, 
C.J., and Henn Collins, J.), 27th October. 


In this case the following judgment was delivered : 

Lord Corzrmeez, C.J.: In this case we have to determine, not a matter 
which is in fact substantially admitted on the part of the defendant 
solicitor, but what punishment ought to be awarded to him. I have often 
said that it is a function that this court has to perform, a painful function 
no doubt, but one which it is most essential it should perform, because it 
is by the character with which this court clothes its officers that these 
frauds are enabled by those officers to be committed. Therefore, it is not 
merely as punishment, but in protection of its own integrity, and also as 
a protection to the public, and to shew that they may trust persons whom 
this court accredits to them, that the court ought, in my judgment, to act 
with due—not extreme, but due—severity in a matter of this sort. Now 
this is in some respects a bad case, because the money was undoubtedly 
received. The receipt of it was not disputed. A claim which was never 
prosecuted—and it would have been prosecuted beyond all question if it 
could effectually have been prosecuted—was brought forward and was in truth 
abandoned. When it was clear that the judgment of the committee was 
against him, the solicitor promised that he would repay, that he merely 
stood upon his rights, and that he would repay the money. He hada 
fortnight fgiven to him to repay the money; and the committee having 
adjourned and meeting again at the expiration of a fortnight, the solicitor 
put in no appearance from that day to this, although that, as I gather, was 
on the 28th of May of the present year. From that day down to the 
present time nothing further has been heard about him, and no attempt at 
restitution, supposing he had entertained a view in his own favour which 
could not have been sustained, but which nevertheless might be a bond fide 
view, nothing has been heard all that time. The committee took nearly a 
month to consider it, and reported against him so long ago as the 20th of 
June; and from that time to this nothing has been heard of the solicitor. 
Therefore, in some respects itisa badcase. At the same time it is not acase 
marked by the turpitude which sometimes marks these cases. The persons 
defrauded are not persons who have been ruined by the fraud, as sometimes 
happens. Therefore, the court does not think it right to proceed to the 
extreme penalty of striking this gentleman off the rolls. At the same time 
here is money received by a confidential person in pursuit of that confi- 
dential relation and distinctly misapplied. The court thinks 1t ought to 
visit this man, to shew its sense of his misconduct, by suspending him from 
the practice of his profession for three years. 

[From Shorthand Notes. 








PRIVY COUNCIL JUDGMENTS. 
Lorp Sex.zorse recently published a pamphlet (‘‘ Judicial Procedure in 
the Privy Council,’’ Macmillan & Co., 1891), in which he maintains the 
obligation of secrecy in Privy Council judgments. On this Sir Walter 
G. F. Phillimore, in a letter to the Times, observes :—‘‘ I happen to have in 
my possession a collection of cases of which Lord Selborne appears to be 


entirely unaware—cases not of theological controversy, but of appeals | 
from the Admiralty and Prerogative Courts and from India, in which the | 
of the judges seems to me impossible to reconcile with the idea | 

that there was any duty to be secret either as to the fact of division of | 
inion or as to the particular Privy Councillors who dissented. In Cooper | 


opms 
v. Bockett, in 1846, a will case on appeal from the Prerogative Court, part 


of the judgment (4 Mo., at p. 452) is as follows :—‘ One of their lordships, | 


the Vice-Chancellor Knight Bruce, differs in this conclusion of law, but 
the rest of their lordships consider that this sentence must be reversed.’’ 
In Cowie v. Renfrey (5 Mo.), an Indian appeal decided in 1846, the judg- 
ment ends thus :—‘ I must add, however, that this is the judgment of the 
majority of their lordships, and that the Chancellor of the Duchy of 
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case of the importance of Ridsdale v. Clifton, not to allow the dissen- 
tient minority the right to have it stated that the judgment was not that 
of the whole body. Why the statement in Sheppard v. Bennett that 
the judgment on one point was not unanimous, why the statement in the 
Gorham case that the Bishop of London and Vice-Chancellor Knight Bruce 
mentioning them by name, dissented, and the similar statement in the 
‘Essays and Reviews’ case that the two archbishops dissented are per- 
missible, and yet it was a breach of Sir F. Kelly’s oath for him to declare 
his own dissent when the majority would not (as in other cases) declare it 
for him, are questions for which your readers will look to Lord Selborne’s 
solution with interest. My contribution to your columns is only intended 
to take a humbler form—that of precedents of publicity versus secrecy. I 
may just add, as Lord Selborne refers to the undoubted fact that the 
delegates giving no reasons for their judgments also did not officially and 
publicly state any division of opinion, that he will find judicial notice 
taken of the fact that a delegate’s decision was the judgment of ‘a 
narrow majority’ in Cockcroft v. Rawles (4 Notes of Cases, at p. 249).” 





THE OPENING OF THE GUILDHALL SITTINGS. 


On Wednesday two courts sat at the Guildhall for the trial of jury cases 
under the Act of last session. The Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice 
Wills, on their arrival, were met at the entrance to the Guildhall by the 
Lord Mayor, Alderman and Sheriff Tyler, Mr. Sheriff Foster, Sir John 
Monckton (Town Clerk), Secondary Roderick, and the other civic authori- 
ties. Lord Coleridge wore his chain of office, and both their lordships 
were fully robed and wore full-bottomed wigs. A procession was formed, 
preceded by the sheriffs and the secondary, and the judges were conducted 
to the first court. 

The Lord Mayor said :—My Lord Chief Justice, it gives me extreme 
pleasure, as head of this ancient Corporation, once again to welcome the 
Chief Justice of England in this ancient Guildhall. The Corporation of 
the City of London has, from time immemorial, been the representative of 
justice in this city, and it is with extreme pleasure that we again welcome 
you within these ancient precincts. 

The Lord Chief Justice said :—I thank you, my Lord Mayor, on behalf 
of my learned brother, my colleagues of the Queen’s Bench Division, and 
myself for this new proof of what I venture to call your wise interest in 
the efficient administration of the law of England. It was supposed—it is 
not for me to say whether rightly or wrongly—that the trial of issues, of 
mercantile issues, especially arising between the citizens of the City of 
London, had diminished in extent and importance in consequence of the 
removal from this place, the Guildhall, to the Royal Courts of Justice in 
the Strand, of the tribunals which had to be occupied with those issues. 
I say, my lord, that I have expressed no opinion as to whether the belief 
| was well or ill-founded, but it seemed to me that, occupying the great 
| position of Lord Chief Justice of England, it did not become me, it would 
| have been most unbecoming, if I had attempted to interpose the slightest 
| obstacle ; nay, if I had not done my best to forward in every way a change 
of practice which, it was supposed at least, would restore those great 
cases to their ancient and legitimate tribunal; and consequently, my 
Lord Mayor, with my full assent, as a member of the House of Lords, this 
Act of Parliament was passed, and my learned brother and I are here to 
execute its provisions. I thank you very much for the kindly greeting 
which you have afforded us. I thank you very much also for the hand- 
some and convenient courts which you have been at the trouble to provide. 
I earnestly hope that the expectations of those who have been chiefly 
| instrumental in bringing about this change may be amply fulfilled, and I 





| can only say that I am confident, I speak, not only for myself, but for my 
learned colleagues in the Queen’s Bench, that we, at least, will act 
heartily and loyally in the spirit of the Act, and endeavour to fulfil its 
best intentions. 

Mr. Murpby, Q.C., on behalf of the bar, said that whatever was done 
in the interests of the public would be supported by them. 








Cornwall was inclined to have taken a different view of the case.’ In | 


v. Hibbert, and Admiralty appeal decided in 1847 (5 Notes of Cases, 


470), the judgment is delivered by Lord Campbell, ending in the usual | 
form :-—* 


ir lordships will therefore advise her Majesty that the decree 
against should be affirmed,’ &c And the reporter immediately 


, at p. 478 :—* Lord Brougham very emphatically declared his dissent | 
from this j emt.’ In Craig v. Farnall a clerical discipline case in | 
1849 (6 Notes of Cases, 692), the judgment says ;—‘ On the whole we are | 


of opinion that the evidence is insufficient to support this charge, and 


that the decision of the court below must be reversed. This is the opinion | 
of 


the majority of their lordships. We cannot avoid adding and in this 
all their lordship are entirely agreed.’ In Phillips v. Phillips (5 Notes of 
Cases, 440), a divorce case decided in 1847, Lord Brougham is, and in 


Michell v. Thomas (614 of the same volume), a will case, both Lord | 
and Lord Campbell are reported as adding, at the end of | 
given by one of their colleagues, observations qualifying and | 
the J emg age of the judgment. I have besides a great number | 
th the fact of unanimity or of probable unanimity has been | 


Hl 


of cases in 
stated in the judgment. Lord Selborne, I see (p. 42), admits that there 
are 4 many examples of this ‘to be found in the books.’ But, if so, 
and if there is to be larity in the form of Privy Council judgments, 
either unanimity should always be expressed, or it should be m 

unless the contrary is stated. If the latter, how monstrous it was, ina 


LAW SOCIETIES, 


WESTMORLAND LAW SOCIETY. 

We are glad to learn that a law society for the County of Westmorland 
is in course of formation. At a general meeting of members of the pro- 
fession, held at the magistrates’ room, Town Hall, Kendal, on the 17th 
inst., the following resolutions were unanimously passed :— 

1. That in the opinion of this meeting it is desirable to form a law 
society for the County of Westmorland. 

2. That Messrs. John Bolton (clerk of the peace), J. B. Wilson, and A. 
Milne, be associated with Mr. Chorley in formulating the proposed objects 
and rules of the society, and that such proposed objects and rules be 
referred to a further general meeting of the profession to be held as soon 
as practicable. 

3. It was p , subject to confirmation, that no entrance fee be 
charged for membership, and that the annual fee for membership be one 
guinea. 

The primary objects of the society are to uphold and preserve the rights 

and privileges of the profession ; to promote ite advancement; and to pre- 
| vent abuses in and encroachments upon it. It has been suggested hat 
| the following amongst other matters might receive the society’s attention : 
| The formation of a law library of standard text books, and, if possible, 
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reports. Members being permitted to use the books at their offices (and 
in the case of members residing at a distance froin the library, to have 
them transmitted), subject to the rules of the society. To provide a room 
for the library, and use of members, if funds permit; to settle a form of 
conditions of sale applicable to the County of Westmorland. Meetings of 
the members will be held, at such times as may be settled by the rules of 
the society, to discuss the carrying out of the objects before-mentioued, 
all matters of interest, and any subjects which members may wish to 
bring before the society. N 

We understand that up to the 24th inst. nineteen gantlemen had 
signified their willingness to join. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
The following are the Michaelmas Courses of Lectures, 1891 :— 
Sunsects AND PRorzssors. 

Jurisprudence, including International Law, Public and Private—Roman Law 
—and Constitutional Law and Legal History.—Joint Professors: W. A. 
Hunter, Eeq., E. C. Clark, Esq. 

Equity.—Professor : Richard Horton Smith, Esq., Q.C. 

The Law of Real and Personal Property.—Professor : Howard W. Elphin- 
stone, Esq. 

The Common Law.—Professor : Edmund Robertson, Esq. 


PRosPEcTUS OF THE LECTURES OF THE PROFESSORS. 


The Professor of Jurisprudence, International Law, Public and Private, 
Constitutional Law and Legal History will deliver, during the ensuing 
educational term, twelve lectures as follows :— 

Constitutional Law and History—Four Lectures. ‘‘ The Characteristic 
Features of the British Constitution and the Principal Stages of its 
Development.”’ 

Public International Law.—Four Lectures. ‘‘ Rights of Property.” 

Private International Law.—Four Lectures. ‘‘ Rules Relating to Contract 
and Status.’’ 

The first lecture will be delivered on Wednesday, the 4th of November, 
at 3 p.m., and the subsequent lectures at the same hour on Fridays and 
Wednesdays. 

Equity.—The Professor of Equity will deliver, during the ensuing 
educational term, twelve lectures on ‘‘ Persons under Disability.’’ (1) 
Infants. (2) Married Women. (3) Lunatics. The first lecture will be 
delivered on Monday, the 2nd of November, at 4.15 p.m., and the sub- 
sequent lectures at the same hour on Thursdays and Mondays. 

The Law of Real and Personal Property.—The Professor of the Law of 
Real and Personal Property will deliver, during the ensuing educational 
term, twelve lectures on ‘* Choses in Action,’’ with special reference to 
their classification and to the methods of assigning them. The first 
lecture will be delivered on Wednesday, the 4th of November, at 4.15 
p.m., and the subsequent lectures at the same hour on Fridays and 
Wednesdays. 

Common Law.—The Professor of Common Law will deliver, during the 
ensuing educational term, twelve lectures on ‘‘ Contracts of Sale of 
Goods.’’ The first lecture will be delivered on Monday, the 2nd of 
November, at 3 p.m., and the subsequent lectures at the same hour on 
Thursdays and Mondays. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

October 27.—Mr. Marshall in the chair.—The subject for discussion, 
“That the case of Stuart v. Bell (1891, 2 Q. B. 341) was wrongly 
decided,’’ was opened by Mr. Savory, followed by Mr. Watkins. Mr. 
Crawford, followed by Mr. Simon, opposed. The debate having been 
declared open, the following gentlemen spoke :—In the affirmative, Messrs. 
Walton and Wilson: in the negative, Messrs. Bower, Thorp, Stevens, 
Herbert-Smith, Welman, Chilcott, Watson, Levi, and Pritchard. On the 
motion being put to the meeting, it was lost by a majority of nine. The 
subject for discussion at the next meeting of the society, on Tuesday, 
November 3, is, ‘‘ That, as taxation and representation is an essential 
constitutional principle of this country, women, who pay taxes, should 
have the same political rights as men.”’ 


*,* It was stated in last week’s report of the meeting of this society 
that the motion was opposed by Mr. Cornelius Wheeler, ‘‘a well-known 
advocate of Home RKule.’’ The word ‘advocate’? was an error for 
** opponent.’’ 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Wit11aAm Joycn, barrister, formerly of 7, New-square, Lincoln’s- 
inn, died on the 19th inst. at his residence, Thulestain, Hampton Hill. 
Mr. Joyce was the second son of Mr. James Joyce, formerly of Pentonville. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1860, and was the author of 
the well-known text-books, The Law and Practice of Injunction in Equity 
and The Doctrines and Principle of the Law of Injunctions. Mr. Joyce 
retired from practice soon after the decease of his brother, Mr. Samuel 
Joyce, Q.C., in 1876. 


Mr. Ricuarp Hitprrcu, barrister, of 30, Cross-street, Manchester, died 
on the 24th ult. at his residence, Bollenwood, Wilmslow, Cheshire. He 
was the eldest son of Mr. Richard Hilditch, of Shrewsbury, Salop. He 
became a student of the Middle Temple on the 18th of December, 1833, 
and was called to the bar on the 24th of November, 1837. He was edu- 
cated at St. John’s College, Cambridge. 


THE DEATH is announced at the age of seventy-eight of Mr. Wii.1am 
Gorpon Benerr, formerly a master of the Court of Common Pleas, and 
more recently a master of the Supreme Court. Master Benett was ap- 
pointed in July, 1860, and retired from the public service in May, 1886. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wriu1am Joun Honvers (of the firm of Hart, Scales, & Hodges), 
solicitor, of Dorking and Leatherhead, has been appointed a Perpetual 
Commissioner for the County of Surrey. Mr. Hodges was admitted in 
June, 1872, after passing the Final Examination with honours. He is 
registrar of the county court and a commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Francis Hueues (of the firm of 8. Hughes & Son), solicitor, of 33, 
Bedford-street, Covent-garden, and Balham, has been appointed a Per- 
petual Commissioner for Middlesex, Surrey, the City of London, and the 
City and Liberty of Westminster. Mr. Hughes was admitted in Hilary, 
1866. He is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Frepericx Artuur Lake, solicitor, of Runcorn, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for the County of Chester. Mr. Lake was 
admitted in May, 1878, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 
He is clerk to the Runcorn Improvement Commissioners, a notary public, 
and a commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Joszrn Oxtver (of the firm of Barber & Oliver), solicitor, of Brig- 
house, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for the West Riding of 
Yorkshire. Mr. Oliver was admitted in April, 1879. He is solicitor 
to the Rastrick School Board and to the Rastrick Burial Board, and a 
commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Evan Tuomas Owen, solicitor, of Builth, has been appointed a Per- 
petual Commissioner for the Counties of Brecon and Radnor. Mr. Owen 
was admitted in August, 1880. He is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Epwin Atrrep Parng, solicitor, of Stoke-upon-Trent and Hanley» 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Staffordshire. Mr 
Paine was admitted in Hilary, 1870. He is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Epwarp Ciare Sewett (of the firm of Sewell & Sons), solicitor, of 
Cirencester, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Gloucester- 
shire and Wiltshire. Mr. Sewell was admitted in Easter, 1874. He is a 
commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Rosert Extey Weatuerneap (of the firm of Weatherhead & Son), 
solicitor, of Bingley and Bradford, has been appointed a Perpetual Com- 
missioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Weatherhead was 
admitted in November, 1879. He is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Joun Frepertcx Eapsn, LL.M. Camb. (of the firm cf Eaden & 
Knowles), solicitor, of Cambridge, has been appointed a Perpetual Com- 
missioner for Cambridgeshire. Mr. Eaden was admitted in Easter, 1875. 
He is registrar of the High Court, registrar of the county court, and a 
commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Gzorcs Henry Gusney (of the firm of George Gisbey & Son), 
solicitor, of Ware and Buntingford, has been appointed a Perpetual Com- 
missioner for Hertfordshire. Mr. Gisbey was admitted in Michaelmas, 
1872. He is clerk to the local board of health, clerk to the Widford 
School Board, superintendent-registrar for the Ware district, clerk to the 
guardians, clerk to the Ware Union, clerk to the magistrates, clerk to the 
rural sanitary authority, and clerk to the School Attendance Committee, 
Buntingford. 

Mr. Watrer Brown Arvunpet (of the firm of Arundel & Son), solicitor, 
of Pontefract, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for the West 
Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Arundel was admitted in April, 1876. He is a 
commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Micnart Giover Arxrys (of the firm of Nevill & Atkins), solicitor, 
of Tamworth, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Stafford- 
shire and Warwickshire. . Atkins was admitted in Michaelmas, 1872, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. He is a commissioner 
for oaths. 

Mr. Wituram Lowrusr Carrick, solicitor, of Stokesley, has been ap- 
pointed a Perpetual Commissioner for the North Riding of Yorkshire. 
Mr. Carrick was admitted in November, 1880. He is coroner for 
baurgh West, registrar of the county court, clerk to the justices, 
Commissioner of Taxes for Langbaurgh, and a commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Wu.t1am Sriverwoop Corr, M.A, Oxon, solicitor, of 150, Leaden- 
hall-street, has been appointed a Commissioner for taking Acknowledg- 
ments of Married Women, also a Commissioner for the Examination of 
Witnesses in England for the Straits Settlements, also a Commissioner for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Married Women in respect of Propert¥ in 
India. Mr. Cope was admitted in January, 1887. 

Mr. Cuantes Ronset Harorsaves Harpeastis, GL.B. (of the firm of 
Thorowgood, Tabor, & Hardcastle), solicitor, of 11, Co: -court, E.C., 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Mid , the City of 
London, the City and Liberty of Westminster, and the County of Surrey. 
Mr. Hardcastle was admitted in July, 1871, after passing the Final 
Examination with honours. He is assistant examiner to tho Snsorpeanted 
Law Society for the Intermediate Examination. 
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Mr. Latmer Joun pe Vere Darwincron, solicitor, of Bradford, has 
been aj ted a Perpetual Commissioner for the West Riding of York- 
shire. . Darlington was admitted in Trinity, 1872. He is vice-consul 
for Spain, assistant secretary to the Chamber of Commerce, and a com- 
missioner for oaths. 


Mr. Witiram Drawsrincez, solicitor, of Scarborough and Falsgrave, has 
been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for the North Riding of York- 
shire. Mr. Drawbridge was admitted in Trinity, 1854. He is Official 
Receiver in Bankruptcy, solicitor to the school board, and a commissioner 
for oaths. 


Mr. Gzorce Cocerns, solicitor, of Deddington, has been appomted a 
Perpetual Commissioner for Oxfordshire. Mr. Coggins was admitted in 
May, 1877. He is deputy coroner for the Northern Division of Oxford- 
shire, clerk to the justices, and a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Cravpe Leatuam (of the firm of Claude Leatham & Co.), solicitor, 
of Pontefract, Castleford, and Wakefield, has been appointed a Perpetual 
Commissioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Leatham was 
admitted in March, 1878. He is clerk to the county justices for the 
division of Upper Osgoldcross and a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Epwarp Txos. Rice Woop, solicitor, of Rhayader and Presteign, has 
been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for the counties of Radnor and 
Brecon. Mr. Wood was admitted in July, 1881, after passing the Final 
Examination with honours. He isclerk tothe justices, clerk of the peace, 
clerk to the county council, registrar of the county court, county treasurer, 
and deputy coroner, and-a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Cuartes Francis Wayman, solicitor, of Clare, has been appointed a 
Perpetual Commissioner for Suffolk. Mr. Wayman was admitted in 
Michaelmas, 1872. He is clerk to the school board, clerk to the burial 

, and a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Hersert Warren, B.A. (of the firm of S. Veasey, Balderston, 
& Co.), solicitor, of Baldock and London, has been appointed a Perpetual 
Commissioner for Hertfordshire. Mr. Warren was admitted in April, 
1883, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Tuomas Pavutn, solicitor, of Keswick, has been appointed a Per- 
petual Commissioner for the County of Cumberland. Mr. Paulin was 
admitted in Easter, 1874. He is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Joun Rexwortny, of Marlborough Hill, Harrow, has been ap- 
pointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Middlesex. Mr. Rexworthy was 
admitted in January, 1882. He is solicitor to the Guardians of the Poor 
to the Parish of St. Pancras, a commissioner for oaths, and a commissioner 
for the Bahamas. 


Mr. Peter Detme Rancutrre, solicitor, of Devizes and North Newnton, 
has been appomted a Perpetual Commissioner for Wiltshire. Mr. Radcliffe 
‘was admitted in December, 1875, and is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. A.sert Busu, solicitor, of Ashton-upon-Ribble, Preston, and 
Horwich, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for the County of 
Lancaster. Mr. Bush was admitted in December, 1885. 


Mr. Artruur Rosert Cuampertarne, solicitor, of Clacton-on-Sea and 
London, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Essex. Mr. 
Chamberlayne was admitted in November, 1879. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvrions. 
James Jenvis Bacnatt and Cuartes Hayrre.p, solicitors (Bagnall & 
Hayfield), Birmingham. Oct. 14. The said business has been transferred 
to Messrs. F. H. Pepper & Tangye, of 34, Waterloo-street, Birmingham. 


Criement Joun Cores Paipnam and Witi1am Hvucues Morais, solicitors 
(Pridham & Co.), 1, Old Serjeants’-inn, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. Aug. 
19. The business will be carried on at the same place by the said Clement 
John Coles Pridham and William Prockter De Gex, under the style or 
firm of Pridham & De Gex. 


Joun AtcERNon Latuam and Jounn Verity Warson, solicitors (Latham, 
Watson, & Co.), 28, Cockspur-street, London, S.W. Oct. 17. 
[ Gazette, Oct. 23. 
Apert Drxon, Wit11aM Freprrick Warp, Epwarp Letcuworrtn, and 
Henny Corstn WELD, solicitors (Dixon, Ward, Letchworth, & Weld}, 10, 
Bedford-row, London. Oct. 16. 


Hamattox Epwarp Pawrey and Cuaries Grarron Cowarp, solicitors 
(Hamilton Pawley & Coward), 51, Moorgate-street, London. Oct. 21. 
[ Gazette, Oct. 27. 





GENERAL. 


On Mr. Justice Hawkins taking his seat on Tuesday Mr. Lockwood, 
Q.C.; rose to offer the congratulations of the bar on his lordship’s 
recovery from recent illness and his restoration to strength and health. 
His lordship, in thanking Mr. Lockwood, said he was very grateful for the 
good wishes, which he felt were more than he deserved. 


In giving judgment in a case in the City of London Court on Monday, 
Mr. Commissioner Kerr is reported to have said that during his judicial ex- 
perience, extending over thirty-two years, he had found that policemen 
were invariably to.be believed. He had only had one exception to the 








rule before him. Mr. Kebbell said it was a charming experience, and he 
only wished he shared it. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the ensuing 
autumnal-winter circuits:—South - Eastern Circuit, Baron Pollock; 
Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Cave; Oxford Circuit, Mr. Justice Day; 
Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice Grantham; Northern Circuit, Justices 
Lawrance and Collins; North-Eastern Circuit, Justices Wills and 
Wright; North and South Wales Circuits, Mr. Justice Vaughan 
Williams. Prisoners only will be tried at these assizes except at Man- 
chester, Liverpool, and Leeds, where civil causes will also be taken. 


On Saturday, in accordance with annual custom on the first day of the 
Michaelmas Sittings, a special session for the jurisdiction of the Central 
Criminal Court was held at the Old Bailey, for the purpose of fixing the 
dates of the sittings of the court for the ensuing legal year. Mr. H. K. 
Avory, the Clerk of Arraigns, announced that their lordships had fixed the 
following dates for the commencement of the sittings of the court duri 
the year—namely, November 16, December 14; January 11, 1892, 
February 8, March 7, April 4, May 2, May 23, June 27, July 25, 
September 12, and October 17. 


The hearing of registration appeals from the decisions of the various 
revising baristers is fixed to take place before the judges of the Queen’s 
Bench Division on Tuesday, Nov. 10. There are eight of these appeals 
set down—viz., one from the Tower Hamlets, three from St. Pancras, one 
from the Harrow Division of Middlesex, one from Bangor, one from 
Kesteven, and one from Bury, in Lancashire. One of the most important 
appeals is that from the decision of Mr. L. L. Shadwell, revising barrister 
for West St. Pancras, relating to the attestation clause of ‘‘ lodgers’ ’”’ 
claims. The barrister decided that it was necessary that the witness to 
the signature of a lodger claiming a vote should see the claimant actually 
sign the paper, and that a subsequent acknowledgment to the witness that 
he had signed was not sufficient. 


The St. James’s Gazette says that in the course of the first morning of the 
London sittings at the Guildhall, acoustic defects in the building were 
discovered. ‘‘Can you hear me, Mr. Murphy?” said Lord Coleridge to 
the counsel addressing the court. Mr. Murphy: ‘‘ Yes, my lord, but I have 
especially good ears.’’ His lordship: ‘‘Well, [can’t hear you. This won’t 
do. I don’t know whether I have become suddenly deaf, but I think not. 
I should think the learned gentlemen in the back rows cannot hear a word 
Isay.”’ Mr. Murphy: ‘‘ Perhaps we hear better here than your lordship does 
there.’’ His lordship: ‘‘I can’t hear a word. We will do as best we can 
to-day.”’ Ultimately the counsel left the seat arranged for them, and sat at 
a wide table placed nearer to the bench. This was found to make the 
hearing much better. 


The Supreme Court of the United States, says the Central Law Journal, 
which is about to resume its sittings, will open the term with a crowded 
docket; more crowded, indeed, than it was a year ago. There are about 
eighty more cases on the docket now than there were then. Several im- 
portant cases are set down for argument in October, though it is reported 
that they may go over on account of the enforced absence of three of the 
members of the court. Among them is the Sayward case, which involves 
the question at issue between the United States and England in the 
Behring Sea controversy. Another important case is that of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission against the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Co. to 
determine whether railroad tickets can be sold in gross to theatrical and 
other travelling combinations. Other cases of importance are those 
brought to test the validity of the new tariff Act and the recently passed 
anti-lottery law. 


The American Law Review says that Mr. Joseph A. Willard, who, for a 
quarter of a century and more has been the clerk of the Superior Court 
for the county of Suffclk, Massachusetts, tells the following dog story :— 
A case concerning the ownership of a dog was on trial before a judge, 
noted as a combination of wit and stupidity. The trial had continued 
some time and little had been accomplished when the judge remarked : 
‘* Well, the only thing to do, it seems to me, is to find out in some practical 
way the real owner of the dog. Mr. Plaintiff, you stand in that corner, 
and Mr. Defendant, you stand in the opposite corner. Now, Mr. Clerk, 
you take the dog to the middle of the room. When I count three the 
gentlemen will begin to call, you let the dog go, and we will see what he 
will do.’’ Everything was done as ordered. At the signal from the 
judge the dog was released, and the plaintiff and defendant began to 
whistle and snap their fingers. The dog hesitated a moment, and then 
made a bee-line for an open door which chanced to be about midway be- 
tween the two would-be owners. ‘‘ Enter the case undecided,”’ said the 
judge. 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
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Date. ApprEAL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
’ No. 2. Curry. Norra 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QuvegeEN’s Bencu Drviston. 
Michaelmas Sittings, 1891. 

Appeals and Motions in Bankruptcy. 


Appeals for hearing before a Divisional Court Sitting in Bankruptcy. 
In re Pinfold, Expte Pinfold 
In re Michael, Expte Michael 
In re Earle, Expte Maples 
In re Arnold, Expte Official Receiver and ors 


Motions in Bankruptcy for hearing before Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 


In re Benzon, Expte Hasluck v. Cochrane 

In re Moore & Bailey, Expte Wilding v. Babbage 

In re Ridgway, Expte Clarke v. Hurlbatt 

In re Crawford, Expte Official Receiver 

In re Beacon, Expte Official Receiver v. Watney 

In re Von Wiessenfeld, Expte Hendry v Concentrated Co., 1d. 
In re Mullins, Expte Official Receiver v. Gascoigne 

In re Williams, Expte Palmer v. Liquidators of Williams & Co. and ors 
In re Bottomley, Expte Bottomley v. Official Receiver 

In re Same, Expte Same v. Same 

In re Hincks and anr, Expte Board of Trade v. Darling 

In re Best, Expte Official Receiver v. Best 

In re Alderson, Expte Spooner v. Trustee 

In re Marsden, Expte Board of Trade v. Trustee 

In re Robertson, Expte Schoetensack & Co. v. Trustee 

In re Abrahams, Expte Trustee v. Woolranch 

In re Deerhurst, Expte Board of Trade v. Foreman 

In re Deerhurst, Expte Coldham v. Foreman 

In re Mayall, Expte Nye and ors v. Nichols 

In re Hughes, Expte Talbot v. Lumb 








WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcnasers & Lessers.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, opposite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ApvrT. ] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Oct. 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1n CHANCERY. 


Aysio-Sarpistan Antimony Co, Lixtirep—Petn for winding up, presented Sept 17, 
directed to be heard on Oct 31 Morley & Co, Gresham House, solors for petners 

Butt, Bevan, & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 7, directed to be heard 
on Oct 31 Piesse & Son, Old Jewry chmbrs, solors for petners Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Oct 29 

Buui, Bevan, & Co, Limi1rep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 21, directed to be heard 
on Oct 31 Clarke, Gt St Helens, solor for petner Notice of appearing must reach the 
abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Oct 30 

Capocan Execrric Licgut Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 16, directed 
to be heard on Saturday, Oct 31 Bridgman & Willcocks, College hill, solors for petners 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Oct 30 

EttesmerE Port ayp District Prorerty Co, Limi1rep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Nov 14, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr Robert Jones, 30, North John st, Liverpool Grace & Smith, Liverpool, 
solors for liquidator 

Every Giru’s Macazine Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter 
Jowett Hudson, 13, Holles st, Cavendish sq. Underwood & Co, Holles st, Cavendish 
8q, solors for liquidator 

J. B. Onz & Co, Luutep—Petn for winding ay peeeied Aug 28, directed to be heard on 
Saturday, Oct 31 Munton & Morris, Queen Victoria st, solors for mer Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Oct 30 

Loxpon Correr Parace Co, Liuutrep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Craddock 
Underwood, 13, Holles st, Cavendish sq Underwood & Co, 13, Holles st, Cavendish sq, 
solors for liquidator 

Neruertanps Inp1a Steam Navicatiox Co, Loutep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Nov 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
aap Hughes Evans, 13, Austinfriars Budd & Co, Austinfriars, solors for liqui- 

rs 

West Waeat Grenxvitte Mixe Liwiren—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 21) 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to 
Sydney William Jackson, 7, Union ct, Old Broad st 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Litrizrort Giris’ Civs Society, Connaught House, Littleport, Ely, Cambridge Oct 19 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Oct. 27. 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Ciry Asncanhe Burtan Sociery or Orekarive Prasteners, 8, Jardin st, Albany rd 
Camberwell Oct 26 Ease 2 fa 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Oct 27. 


Mvuwro, Joux, Richmond, Surrey, Coal Merchant Dec 1 Munro v Munro, Chitty, J 
Routh & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 


cesrem, Marcaretra, Wavertree, nr Liverpool Nov 27 Hughesv Smythe, Registrar, 


verpool Newman, Liverpool 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cia. 
London Gazetie.—Turspay, Oct. 23. 
Awyprrsox, MARGARET, Queen’s Gate Nov 20 Crowdy, Arundel st, Strand 
Ayiine, W114, Biss, Southampton, Yeoman Dec1 Albery & Lucas, Midhurst, Sussex 
Barter, Tuomas, Elsecar, Hoyland Nether, Yorks, Farmer Nov 30 Raley & Son, Barnsley 


Braye, Marrua, Grove Hill rd, Denmark pk, Camberwell Nov 30 Hubbard & Co, 
Cannon st 


Bintwistie, Axx, Haslingden, Lancs Nov 28 Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden 
Bopicuoy, Barsara Leicu Saurru, Robertsbridge, Sussex Nov 30 Shaen & Co, Bedfor 
Ww 


ro . 
Brows, Jony, Heacham, Norfolk, Farmer Nov 11 Mossop & Mossop, Long Sutton, Line 
Burcuer, Exien, Liscard, Chester Nov 21 Quinn, Liverpool 
Comenes, Tuomas, Coventry, retired Farmer Dec 1 Leathley & Willes, Lincoln’s inn 

fie 


CasweE.i, Cuarves, Eastbourne, Gent Dec 31 Landon, New Broad st 

Catroy, Jaye, Southwold, Suffolk Oct 31 Cooper, Southwold 

Cuampyeys, Rey Maxnurian Huan Srayuey, Epperstone, Notts, Clerk Nov 20 Wells 
& Hind, Nottingham 

Cuoyce, Rosinson Tuomas, Whitehaven, Coal Agent Nov1 McKelvie & Whiteside, 
Whitehaven 


Cheveeaae, Ricuarp Hewry, Carlisle, Cumberland Dec 29 Clutterbuck & Trevenen, 
Carlisle 


Corz, AvBert, Church st, Chelsea, Cab Proprietor Dec1 Jobson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Coturzr, Fanny, Longton, Staffs Dec1 Allerton, Longton 
Davey, Samvet, Soham, Cambs, Corn Merchant Dec7 Bye, Soham 


Dowry. Grorcz, Southtown next Gt Yarmouth, formerly Station Master’ Nov 24 
Wiltshire & Son, Gt Yarmouth 
Fixx, Georce, Lydd, Kent, Grazier Nov 28 Hallett & Co, Ashford 


Forp, Wii.1aM, Nottingham, Mineral Water Manufacturer Dec1 Maples & McCraith, 
Nottingham 

Furze, Ex1za, Mevagissey, Cornwall Nov9 Coode & Co, St Austell 

Goopwix, Grorcr, Long Sutton, Lincs, Wheelwright Nov 11 Mossop & Mossop, Long 


utton 
Gostixe, Witu1am, Gt Yarmouth, Gent Dec1 Ellen & Holt, Gt Yarmouth 
Cone, Joun Tuomas, Long Sutton, Lincs, Miller Novi1l Mossop & Mossop, Long 


jutton 
Harman, Evizasetn, Harefixld rd, Hillingdon Nov 20 Mercer, Uxbridge 


Hewirt, Frances Maniax, Lansdowne pl, Brighton Nov 30 Hewitt & Chapman, 
Nicholas lane 


Hoxmes, Ricuarp, Donington, Lincs, Gent Nov 30 Fletcher, Donington, Spalding 

Hoy, Grorce, Beer lane, Gt Tower st Nov 20 Newton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 

Joys, Henry, Clifton, Bristol, Baker Nov 16 Brown, Bristol 

Kina, Sanau Ann, Doddington, Kent Nov 30 Johnson, Faversham 

Luckett, Ev1zaBetu, Witney, Oxon Nov 30 Kilby & Mace, Banbury 

Matson, Sampson, Longton, Staffs, Coal Master Decl Allerton, Longton 

Mare, Witu1Am Cueckert, Sparkhill, Wores, House Agent Decl Perry, Birmingham 
McDonoveu, Witt1am. Newman st, Oxford st, Builder Decl Ryan, Gt James st 
mare, Grorce, Bath, Clerk in Holy Orders Dec 20 Maples & Co, Frederick’s pl, Old 
an. Wituiam, Grove End rd, St John’s Wood, Merchant Dec5 Wells, 6, 
South sq, Gray’s inn 

Paar, Exiza, Gt Hadham, Herts Nov 20 Crowdy, Arundel st, Strand 

Peacu, Evizasets, Derby Dec1 Robotham & Co, Derby 

Pickarp, ANDREW, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer Jan1 Emsley & Co, Leeds 

Picxarp, Hannan, Ossett, Yorks Jan1 Emsley & Co, Leeds 


Pirz, Georce, New Oxford st, Accoutrement Contractor Dec 15 Webster & Hague, 
Southampton st, Bloomsbury sq 


Ricnarps, Joun, Awsworth, Notts, Gent Dec1 Thurman & Co, Ilkeston; Hopkins & 


yron, eston 
SyaitH, Anne, Leatholm, Dandy, Yorks Dec1 Saunders & Co, Birmingham 
Srap.es, Epwarp, Exning, Suffolk, Farmer Dec 14 Bye, Soham, Cambs 


Stone, Epwarp Henry Montacu, Upton on Severn, Worcs, Clerk in Holy Orders Nov 
21 Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad st 


Srreet, Jonn, Newhall, Derbyshire, Farmer Novy 30 J & WJ Drewry, Burton on Trent 

Suarn, Saae Witu1am, Halton, Whitkirk, Yorks, Farmer Dec 7 Harland & Ingham, 
eds 

Tyrwuitt-Witsox, Hon Harry Tyrwuitt, Victoria sq, Grosvenor grdns Nov 25 Val- 

lance & Vallance, Essex st, Strand 

Uxwiy, Gonpen, Dukinfield, Chester, Dry Soap Manufacturer Decl Clayton, Ashton 

under Lyne 

Wituiam, Wapsworrn, Badby, Northampton, retired Baker Dec 21 Burton & Wil- 

loughby, Daventry 


Wuire, Joux, Liannon, Carmarthen, Farmer Dec 31 Howell, Lianelly 

Wits, Rosert, Hobart pl, Eaton sq, Wine Merchant Nov 30 F J & GJ Braikenridge, 
Bartlett’s bldgs 

Wao, Heven Resecca, Tunbridge Wells Dec4 Clabon & Parker, Great George st, 


London Gaszette.—Turspay, Oct. 27. 
A.cocx, Tomas, Evesham, Doctor of Medicine Nov 26 New, Evesham 
Anata, 3 iipee, Clay hill, Enfield, Bloodstock Breeder Dec 31 Hathaway, Silver st, 


Arxinson, Any, Sowerby, Halifax Nov 81 Sutcliffes, Hebden Bridge 
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Brapsnaw, Tuomas, Patricroft, nr eenieenes Beer Retailer 
ester 


den, chi 


Burerx, Wi111m, Steeple Aston, Oxon, Coal Merchant Nov 28 Coggins, Deddington 
Nov 10 Burland & Macturk, South 


Crarx, Wiiu1am Harpisty, Snaith, Yorks, Esq 


Cave, 


Cunprrr, James, Longsight, Manchester, Beer Retailer Nov 
chester - 

J W & GE Kirkland, Southwell 

Nov 28 J W &GE Kirkland, Southwell 

Dovetas, Matcoum Percy, New aa, Temple, Barrister-at-Law Dec 1 Hughes & 
Prite 


Drxox, Exizasern, Southwell, Notts Nov 28 
Dixoy, Jouy, Southwell, Notts, Inkeeper 


; Gwynne & Co, Bango: 


Dvsors, EmiLe Susur, Fourgneux, ond Germain en Laye, 
& Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Duxx, Matruew, Liverpool, Poultry Dealer Nov 30 


Hampton, Evie, Talbot rd, Bayswater Nov 23 


Haroreaves, Anyiz, Accrington, Wine Merchant Nov 28 
Accrington 
Hanroreaves, Ropert, Accrington, Wine Merchant Nov 28 


Accrington 
Harter, James, St Helens, Monumental Sculptor Dec 10 
GrorcGe STRANGE, 
idington 


Howtetr, Wri114x, Eastbourne Dec 28 


HeEpees, 


Laws, Jony Wit11,M, Canterbury rd, Brixton Jan 1 


ton st 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Oct. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Beit, Ricnarp Morrtox, South pl, Finsbury, 
High Court Pet Sept 1 Ord Oct 20 

Bisnor, Tuomas, Chatham, Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Roch: 


Auctioneer 


Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 . 
Brince, Grorce Jonx, Brighton, Accountant Brighton 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 ; 
Greengrocer 


Brooxssank, Josern, New Wortley, Leeds, 
Leeds Pet Oct21 Ord Oct 21 
Bevmuunp, Jonaxy Herveicu, Gt Grimsby, 
GtGrimsby Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
wee... K, Tuomas, West Green rd, South Tottenham, 
Clothier Edmonton Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 


Ship Chandler 


Cuapwickx, Wituiam, Burnley, Grocer Burnley Pet Oct 
19 Ord Oct 19 

Cuarxe, Cuaries, late of Notting Hill, Brewer High 
Court Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct 20 


Copsey, Taomas, Hilsea, Hants, Wheelwright Portsmouth 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Crasrrre, James, Fleet st, Publisher High Court Pet 
Sept 24 Ord Oct 19 

Davies, Davin Emiyrx, Laugharne, 

i Victualler Carmarthen 


Carmarthenshire, 

Pet Oct 20 Ord 
Oct 20 

De Terry, Envwarp Gzorce, Union crt, Old Broad st, 
Wine Merchant High Court Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 20 

Feawscrs, Hexry Cuaries, Walworth rd, Silversmith High 
Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 


Gorttizs, Frever cx Hexry, Lewisham Park, Kent, 
Financial Agent Greenwich Pet Sept 24 Ord Oct 16 

Hirst, Josuva, Leeds, Cloth Finisher Leeds Pet Oct 21 
Ord Oct 21 


Hocsex, Percy Jonx, Bradford, Milliner Bradford Pet 


Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 


Housess, Hewey Tuomas (jun), Caleott, Kent, Farm 
er Canterbury Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
Howaxp, Jouny Strariixc, Scarborough, Rope Manufac- 
Scarborough Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 
Hucxer, Hesey, Exeter, Labourer Exeter Pet Oct 20 
Ord Oct 20 
Inurmsewortn, Atrert, Hunxlet, Leeds, Butcher Leeds 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
Jacxsos, Wriiram, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds Pet 


Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
James, Jons, and Hexry Erexezen James, 
Coachbuilders High Court Pet Oct 21 
Keres, S J, Frome, Grocer Frome 
Ord 


New Kent rd, 
Ord Oct 21 


Somerset, Pet Oct 19 


Oct 21 

Latraam, Jons Ars os, Cockspar st, Charing cross, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Sept 23 Ord Oct 21 

Lesseiis, Attax Hexversox, New Brighton, Cheshire, 
Mimeral Water Manufacturer Birkenhead Pet Oct 19 
Ord Oct 19 

Mautyen, Cuantes, Landport, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Moup, Jous Maxozr, and Cuautes Eowarp Moxp, Buck- 
ingham, Cabinet Maker Banbury Pet Oct 19 Ord 
Oct 19 

Moonnovsrz, Enwts, Leeds, Electrician Leeds Pet Oct 20 
Ord Oct 20 


Moornovse, Wititam Ext, Yatton, Somerset, Commercial 
Traveller Bristol Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 


Oxcuarp, Enwrs, Bradford, Wilts, Pork Butcher Bath 
Pet Ot 16 Ord Oct 16 

Peaxcr, Eowsnrv, Worthing, Butler Brighton Pet Oct 21 
Ord Oct 21 

Potstasz, Feaxcis Jauzs Wicks, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Manulactaring Chemist Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 


19 Ord Oct 19 






Srursos, Asx, Pendleton, Lancs, late Hotel Proprietress 
Salford Pet Sept Pet Oct 19 

Srursox, Witstam, Cambridge avne, Kilburn, Tailor High 
Court Pt Ot ® Ord Oct » 

Gurrn, Eowsx, Swansea, Licensed Victualler Swansea Pet 
Ot 2 Ord Oct 21 

Swatx, Jons Janus, Sandbach, Cheshire, Licensed Vic- 

acclestidda PetOdt 21 Ord Oct Zi 
Tarvin, Josian Wi am, Bolton, Auctioneer Bolton Pet 
2 Ord Oct 19 

Tar, Jauve Gavixs Vern, Gillingham, Dorset, School- 

mastes Galisbary PtOtwm OrdOadDw 


France, Gent 
Taylor, Liverpool 
Ullithorne & Co, 1, Field ert, Gray’s inn 


Ansdell & Eccles, 8t Helens 
Deddington, Oxon, Hotel Proprietor 
J C Saunders, 6, Walm terce, Willesden Green 


Gregson, 


Nov 30 Griffiths & Bow- 
chester 


25 Lioyd & Davies, Man- 


pl, Bishopsgate 


Dec 8 Lovell 


Haworth & Broughton, 





Haworth & Broughton, Linnell, Manchester 


Nov 28 Coggins, 


Wess, Joun, 
tingham 
Winsox, Any, Bolton 


Angel crt, Throgmor- 


Orr, Jonny AvGustineE, Fleetwood, Lancs, Surgeon 
chester 


Quarriz, ALEXANDER, Hursley, Southampton, Gardener Nov 28 
Raymont, Epwarp, Newton Abbot, Devon, retired Miller Nov 26 


ReyNoups, Wii11am Ferris, East Molesey, Surrey, Clerk finS Holy Orders Dec15 Gas- 
quet & Metcalfe, Idol lane, Eastcheap 


Sueenan, Right Rev Wiii1aM Josepn, Manchester, C. 


Wreaks, Harriet, Buxton, Derby 


Tuomas, Harriet, Carmarthen, China Dealer Carmarthen | 


Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
Trssirts, Francis Henry, Railway terr, New Southgate, 


Lepwarb, JosEepu, Chorlton on » Medlock, Manchester, Watchman}{Nov 28 Holt, Man- 


Mattett, Marrua, Tadema rd, Chelsea Nov 30 Moodie & Mills, Basinghall st 
Mircuett, Jura Maria, Guildford, Surrey Nov 30 Geach, Guildford 

Newman, Henry, Thorpe, Norwich, Gravel Contractor Nov 30 Hill, Norwich 
Newrox, Emumua, Woodford Wells, Essex Dec8 Swepstone, York st West, Ratcliff 


Nov 30 Peacock & Jacques, Man- 


Pass, CHARLES Prerre Jean, Antwerp, Belgium Nov26 Flint & Gardner, St Helen’s 


Godwin, Winchester 
Creed, Newton Abbot 


anon of Salford Nov30 Dixon & 


Sutners, Wiii1am, Oldham, Painter Nov 24 Ponsonby & Varlile, Oldham 
TaTHam, Josepn, Ovenden, Halifax, Grocer Nov28 Riley, Halifax 
Bottesford, Leics, Gatehouse Keeper Dec 4 


Goodson & Harr ison, Not- 


Nov 24 Read, Manchester 


Dec 3 Williams, Southport 


Levy, Jacos, Jubilee st, Mile End, Agent to Furniture 
Dealer Nov4 at1l1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Lewis, Josepn Bripcer, the Terrace, Butts, Brentford, 
Draper Oct 30 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 

Linpsey, Jonn Wii11AM, Sheffield, Merchant Nov 3 at 12 
Off Ree Figtree lane, Sheffield 

shina Cuaries, Landport, Grocer Nov ll at 3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge pene High st, Portsmouth 

Marruews, Cuartes Hucues, Li: anllwchaiarn, Mont- 
romery, Flannel Manufacturer Nov 2 at 1 Off Rec, 

anidloes 

MorGay, ALEXANDER Brooke, Rangoon, Burmah, Colonel 

in Army Nov2ati2 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


| Moornouse, Wiii1am Ext, Yatton, Somerset, Commercial 


Wine Merchant Edmonton Pet Aug 22 Ord 
Oct 20 

Tyrrett, THomas Henry, Luton, Beds, Chemist Luton 
Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 21 

Vowtes. Harry Josern, Clevedon, Somerset, Butcher 
Bristol Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Wacker, Joun_ Epwarp, Ludlow, Salop, Fishmonger 
Leominster Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Watuey, Tuomas, Crewe, Butcher Crewe Pet Oct 19 Ord 
Oct 19 

Wartsox, Hvusert, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield Pet Oct | 
19 Ord Oct 19 

Witsox, Jesse, Gt Grimsby, Skipper Gt Grimsby Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Woop, Ricnarp, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Weicut, Ricnarp Beckett, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Provision 

Jealer Liverpool Pet Oct8 Ord Oct 20 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Oct. 16. 


WHITAKER, 
Bristol 


Frank, 


Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arxrssox, Tuomas Jony, and Grorce Hate ANDRE WES, 
Walbrook, Bill Discounters Nov 6éat 1 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Atrwoop, ALrrep, Ulverston, Lancs, Engineer Nov 2 at3 
Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Tuomas, Chatham, Mineral Water Manufacturer 


3ISHOP, 








Nov 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 
Bure , Jacos Norte, Freshwater, I[W, Lodging house 
Keeper Nov 2 at 12.30 Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, I W 
Cons, Wit114M Simms, St Jude st, Mildmay pk, Dalston, 


Licensed Victualler Nov 6 at 2.80 33,. Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Cones, Sypsey, Finsbury circus 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

Cotirss, Wittiam, Church st, Stoke Newington, Licensed 


Nov 6 at 12 33, Carey 


Victualler’s Manager Nov 3 at 2.30 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Coox, Raymoxp, Kingsthorpe, Postamatendiien, Farmer 
Oct 30 at 2 County Court bdgs, Northampton 

Coover, Greorce, Bethnal Green rd, Timber Merchant 
Nov 3atil 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Copsey, Tuomas, Hilsea, Hants, Wheelwright Nov 10 at 
33) Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Cuystvenam, Jous Epwarp, Weston super Mare, Tailor 
Oct 30 at 12.15 George and Railway Hotel, Victoria st, 
Bristol 

De Lis, Mantz, New Bond st, Dressmaker Nov 3 atl 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Dusnine, James Foster, Throgmorton avenue, Stock- 
broker Nov2at1l 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Evaws, Exizaseru, Ripon, Yorks, Draper Nov 2 at 12 


i ourt + Som, Northallerton 
GARLAND, Joun JAMES, East Stonehouse, Devon, Green- 
grocer Nov 3atll 10, Athenzeum terce, Plymouth 
Gatyove. Avice, and Rosert Baicurow Gave, Birming- 
ham, Coach Ironmongers Nov 3 at 11 25, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 


Hitt, Geonoe Tessutt, Sleaford, Lincs, Brewer’s Traveller 
Nov 5 at 12.15 Off Rec, 48, High st, Boston 
Hours, Jasez, Norton, Yorks, Butcher Oct 30 at 3.20 


Off Ree, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 
Houxess, Hexwny, Wingham, Kent, Farmer 
Off Ree, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 
Hucxer, Hexay, Exeter, Labourer 
13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Ives, Georoe Wiissam, Gt Yarmouth, Ginger Beer Manu- 
facturer Oct Sl ati2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Joss, Joux Cuanies, Toxteth park, nr aren, Coal 
Merchant Nov 6 at 2.40 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, 
liverpool 


Oct 30 at 10 
Nov 2ati1l1 Off Rec, 


t 


Laser, Witstan, Skewen, nr Neath, Glam, Tailor Oct 31 at 
12 Off Ree, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 
Levis, Lewis, Liverpool, Watchmaker Nov 6 at 2 Off 


Kec, 35, Vietoria st, Liverpool 


Eastville, Stapleton, Glos, Builder | 


Traveller Nov4dat1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 

Bristol 

Orcnarp, Epwix, Bradford, Wilts, Pork Butcher Nov 4 
at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Parkes, Wa.rer, Reading, — Agent Oct 30at12 Off 


Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, emple avenue 


Ronxs.ey, Witi1am, Dungworth, Bradfield, Yorks, Farmer 
Nov 3 ‘at 3. 30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
ROTENBERG, ABRAHAM, Cheetham, Manchester, Cap Maker 


Oct 30 at 11 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Rowsoruam, J K & Co, Union ct, Old Broad st, Financial 
Agents Nové6atil 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Saynor, Witu1aMm, Doncaster, Cycle Agent Nov 3 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Suannon, James, Maidenhead ct, Aldersgate, Dining room 
Keeper Nov2ati11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Simpson, Ann, Pendleton, Lancs, late Hotel Proprietress 
Oct 30 at 11.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

SILVERSTONE, MenpeE., Oxford st, Music Publisher Nov 4 
rT Bankruptcy bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 

Sara, Exizaseru, Bolsover st, Gt Portland st, Draper 
Nov 5 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Srratton, Franx, Benwicks, Cambs, Butcher 
Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

TayLor, Jos1an Wi.t1am, Bolton, Auctioneer Oct 31 at 
11 16, Wood st, Bolton 

THELENBERG, JoserH, Redhill, Surrey, Butcher Oct 30 at 
11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

TixpaLL, Hexry, East Ayton, Yorks, Butcher Oct 30 at 
11 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborou, h 


Nov 6 at 12 


Vor.iey, Henry, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer Oct 
30 at 12.15 County Court bldgs, Northampton 
Vowres, Harry Joseru, Clevedon, Somerset, Butcher 


Nov 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Watuerivce, Witiiam Baker, Ne rt, I W, Gunsmith 
Nov 2 at 13 Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, I W 

Watson, Husert, Sheftield, Butcher Nov 3 atl 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Warp, Franx, West Hartlepool, Iron Worker Oct 
12 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Waterman, James, St Bene’t pl, Gracechurch st, Timber 
Merchant Nov 4at2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Wetpoxr, Wittiam Henry, Gloucester pl, Portman sqr, of 
no occupation Nov 5 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Westmont, James Hevyery, Ventnor, I W, Watchmaker 
Nov 2at1 Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, I W 


Off Rec, 


30 at 


| Wurre, Freperick Waxrer, Caversham, Oxon, Drape™ 


Nov 2 at 12 Queen’s Hotel, Reading 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Baitor, Jounx, Tunbridge Wells, Draper 
Ord Oct 15 Ord Oct 20 

Bayyxnam, Hupert, late Bigh st, Uxbridge, 
High Court Pet Aug 26 Ord Oct 20 

Bisuor, Tuomas, Chatham, Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Rochester Pet Oct 19 ' Ord Oct 19 

Biacksousn, Peren, Orpington, Kent, Grocer Croydon 
Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 19 

Buwor, Georosr Joun, Brighton, Accountant Brighton 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Buooxssank, Josnen, New Wortley, Leeds, 
Leeds Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Buumuyxp, Jouann Heinnicn, Gt ory Ship 
Gt Grimaby Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 

Cuavwick, Wituiam, Burnley, Grocer 
19 Ord Oct 19 


Tunbridge Wells 


Ironmonger 


Greengrocer 
Chandler 


"Denke Pet Oct 
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Copsey, Tnouss, Hilsca, Hants, Wheelwright Portsmouth 


Pet Oct Ord Oct i7 
DAvIEs, Day 1p Emuyy, Laugharne, Carmarthanshire 
Licensed Victualler. Carmarthen Pet Oct 20 Ord 


Oct 20 
Francis, Heyry Caaries, Walworth rd, Silversmith High 
Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
GoTTLies, Frepericx Henry, Lewisham Park, Kent, Finan- 
cial Agent’ Greenwich Pet July 20 Ord Oct 16 
Hawi, Freperick, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler Liver- 
pool Pet Sept 23 Ord Oct 21 
Leeds Pet Oct 21 


Hiner, Josuua, Leeds, Cloth Finisher 
Ord Oct 21 

Hoasex, Percy Jouy, Bradford, Milliner Bradford Pet 

Oct 20 Ord Oct 21 


Howarp, Joun Sranriine, Scarborough, Rope Manufac- 


turer Scarborough Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Hucxer, Henry, Exeter, Labourer Exeter Pet Oct 20 
Ord Oct 20 

Intincwortu, ALBERT, nes, Leeds, Butcher Leeds 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 2 

James, Jonun, and Henry iissdeenii James, New Kent rd, 
Coachbuilders High Cuurt Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 


Jones, Josian, Birmingham, Ironmonger 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

JoxEes, WaLTER Rosert, a | Medical Dispenser 
Birmingham Pet Jan8 Ord Oct 15 

Kervey, Epwis Joun, Station rd, Ashford, Builder King- 
ston, Surrey Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 20 

Lear-Turne.t, Epwarp, Aberystwith, Draper 
with Pet Sept 26 Ord Oct 20 

LinpDsEY, JoHN ILLIAM, 
Pet Oct 1 Ord Oct 20 

Mayarre, Wittiam Nicnoxits, Tremadoc rd, Clapham, 
Builder Wandsworth Pet Sept15 Ord Oct 19 

MARINER, ——— nen, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Oct 

MircHett, eon Jauns, Upper Warlingham, Surrey, 
Farmer Croydon Pet Sept 30 Ord Oct 19 

Moornovse, Epwiy, Leeds, Electrician Leeds Pet Oct 20 

ict 20 

Moornovuse, Witu1AM Ext, Yatton, Somerset, Commercial 
Traveller Bristol Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 20 

OrcHarp, Epwiy, Bradford, Wilts, Pork Butcher Bath 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 20 

Overton, James Wi.uiiams, Birmingham, Miller 
mingham Pet Oct16 Ord Oct 20 

Parkes, Water, Reading, Cycle Agent 
Sept3 Ord Oct 21 

RonksLey, Witu1AmM, Dungworth, Bradfield, Yorks, Farmer 
Sheffield Pet Sept 2 Ord Oct 20 

Simpsoy, Ann, Pendleton, Lancs, late Hotel Proprietress 
Salford Pet Sept 22 Ord Oct 20 

Simpson, WiLuiAmM, Cambridge avenue, 
High Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

seen” Epwinx, Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

SNASHALL, Jonny, Epsom, Surrey, Printer Croydon Pet 
Oct 12 Ord Oct 19 

Srrattron, Frank, Benwick, Cambs, Butcher 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 20 

Swain, Jonn James, Sandbach, Cheshire, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Macclesfield Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Tay.or, Joun, Woolwich, Coal Merchant Greenwich Pet 
Aug5 Ord Oct 20 

Tuan, James Gavin Vyvenr, Gillingham, Dorset, School- 
master Salisbury Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 20 

THELENBERG, Joserpn, Redhill, Surrey, Butcher Croydon 
Pet Sept 4 Ord Oct 19 

Tuomas, Harriet, Carmarthen, China Dealer Carmarthen 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Waker, Jonny Epwarp, Ludlow, Salop, 
Leominster Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Waker, Wiiu1Am, Birmingham, Bootmaker Birmingham 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 19 

Wartsox, Husert, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield Pet Oct 
19 Ord Oct 19 

Wuite, Frepertck Watrer, Caversham, Oxon, Draper 

eading Pet Sept 12 Ord Oct 19 

Wuson, Jesse, Gt Grimsby, Skipper Gt Grimsby Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Wrieut, Ricnarp Beckett, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Provision 
Dealer Liverpool Pet Oct8 Ord Oct 20 


Birmingham 


Aberyst- 


Bir- 
Reading Pet 


Kilburn, Tailor 


Swansea 


Fishmonger, 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Oct. 27. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Armstrona, Joun, Leicester, late Sewing Machine Agent 
Leicester Pet Oct 24 Ord Oot 24 

Boorn, Joun Henry, Derby, late Butcher Derby Pet Oct 
23 Ord Oct 23 

Brayscoms, Samvet, Evesham, y )~ yr Glass Blower 
Worcester Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 2 

Brown, Dove.as, Crediton, Son ienesienes 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Brows, Witviam, Handforth, Cheshire, Farmer Stockport 


Exeter 


Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Cranks, WittiaAmM Epwarp, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, Coal 
Factor Northampton Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Co.uier, Cuartes Bexsamix, Norwich, Baker Norwich 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Davixs, Davin, Ystrad, Rhondda, Glam, Miner Ponty- 
pridd Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 


Deviix, Joun Josereu, Bromley, Kent, Physician Croydon 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 22 

Dixoy, Joun Henry, North Ormesby, 
Stockton on Tees and ‘Middlesbrough 
Oct:21 

Dossins, Eowanv, Newport, Mon, Me eel Proprietor 
New] port, Mon Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 2 

Renewal, Gracn Aayrs NANNETTE, Oxford rd, 


Yorks, ~~] 
Pet Oct 21 Ord 


Ealing, 


Widow Bedford Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 24 
Ercnes, Harny, Eastbourne, Mechanical Engineer East- 
urne Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
Fry, Waurer, Trinity sq, Borough, Travelling Draper 


‘High Court Pet Sept 11 
Freisk, Cant, Harrogate, York Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
Gispox, Watson, Harrogate, Fish Dealer York Pet Oct 
22 Ord Oct 22 


Ord Oct 23 
Furniture Dealer 


| 
Peterborough 








| Warts, 


Guzaves, J., late Norfolk terrace, Mayes rd, Wood Green, 
Dai airyman High Court Pet Sept 19 Ord Oct 23 
Pet Oct 
Harper, Georcz, Wenhaston, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 
, Furniture Remover Liver- 


Harrie.p, Txomas, Livi 
pool Pet Oct 23 O Oct 23 

Hu, Jouy, Cheltenham, Innkeeper Cheltenham Pet Oct 

23 Ord Oct 23 


Gray, Grorce — Brighton, Grocer Brighton 
22 Ord Oct 22 


Howser, Amsrose Hans, Folkestone, Printer Canterbury | 


Pet Sept.25 Ord Oct 23 
Hueues, Joux, Heswall, Cheshire, ae Beerhouse Keeper 
Birkenhead Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 23 


Jones, Soputa BorRapDAIce, aon, Liverpool, Small- | 


ware Dealer Liv 

Keene, Wit.1aM, late 
High Court Pet Sept 

Lutuer, Freperick, ian heath, Wores, Lamp Manu- 
facturer Birmingham Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Mituretox, Emma James, Stourpo: 

idderminster Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 1 

Movutton, Ansgim, Tonbridge, Nuneryman Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 23 

NETHERSOLE, Joun, Eastry, nr iin Farmer Canterbury 
Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 23 

Nisiett, Atrrep, Chelte . as Aerated Water Manufac- 
turer Cheltenham Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Nopes, a... Seabridge, Staffs, Farmer Hanley, Bur- 
slem, and Tunstall et Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


1 Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


| OLIVER, Ma nog Kixe, and Henry James Banks, Newgate 
Sheffield, Merchant Sheffield | 


Gourt PetSept18 Ord Oct 24 

PAapFIep, li leford, Somerset, Draper Frome Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Pauury, James Wiiii1am, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 23 

Parr, Samvuet, Radcliffe on Trent, Farmer Nottingham 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Rainsow, Nancy, Dudley, Grocer Dudley Pet Oct 21 
Ord Oct 21 

Reaper, Water Jouy, Gt Ky Smack Captain Gt 
Grimsby Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 2 

Sauter, Frepenicx, Kenton, Suffoll Shoemaker Ipswich 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 


t j 
Scurank, Pau, South Shields, Hairdresser Newcastle on | 


Tyne Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Sairu, Joux, Thames Ditton, Surrey, Licensed Victualler 
Kingston Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Saru, Joun, Wookey, Somerset, Miller Wells 

Oct ‘o4 
Syaituam, Witiiam, Gainford, Durham, Boot Dealer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesboroug zh Pet Oct 23 Ord 

Oct 23 

Srarr, Freperick, et, Saddler 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 

Sreer, Hamiton heal Florence rd, Lewisham High rd 

gh Court PetSept28 Ord Oct 22 

ceuien, Tuomas, St James’ rd, Camberwell, Shirt Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Srernuenson, Isaac, Harrogate, Lodging House Keeper 

York Fet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Tuompson, Wituiau, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder 
castle on Tyne Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Warkins, Wii.i1am, Orchard yi, Blackwall, Boat Builder 
High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Georcr, Bath rd, Bedford Park, Commission 
Agent Brentford Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Wi.uiams, Jouy, Bronnant, Liedrod, Cardiganshire, 
Mason Aberyswith Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

YAuvor, rs JAMES, Lowestoft, Contractor Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


Pet Oct 24 


Kidderminster 


New- 


The following amended notice is substituted - that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Oct. 
Burke, James Wi.t1am, Liverpool, Horse Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet Sept 19 Ord Oct 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Birp, Parrick, Stockton on Tees, Grocer Novdiat3 Off 
Rec, Middlesborough 


Boorn, Joun Henry, ‘Derby, late Butcher Nov 4at12 Off 
Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 


| Brown, Dovenas, Crediton, Devon, Nurseryman Nov 5 at 
1 





Off Ree, 13, Bedford cir, Exeter 

CHADWICK, Wituam, Burnley, Grocer Nov 5at1.30 Ex- 
change Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

CLAIRMONTE, Earrron, late 7 atm rd, West _Kensing- 
ton Novi0at2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Davies, Davin, Tynewydd, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Boot 
Dealer Novil0atli Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Dixoy, Joun Henry, North Ormesby, Yorks, Draper Nov 
dat3 Off Ree, Middlesborough 

Exston, Ravrn, Portobello rd, Notting Hill, Butcher Nov 
: “ 11 Bankruptey bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 

Farqu HAR, JoHN Henry, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Clerk 
in Holy Orders Nov 3 at 12 Hooper & Weston, solici- 
tors, Kidderminster 

Freisr, Cart, Harrogate, Furniture Dealer 


Nov 9 at 
12.30 Off Rec, York 


Fryer, Freprricx Wriuiam, Surrey st, Strand, Architect | 


Nov 4at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

ee; Warson, Harrogate, Fish Dealer 

ff Reo, York 

me Grorex, Wenhaston, Suffolk, Farmer Nov 3 at 
12 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Hersrer, Henry Tuomas, 
chant Novdati 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 

Hoapey, Percy Joux, Bradford, Milliner Nov 4 at 11 
or Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Nov 5 at 


Nov 4at 2.30 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

James, Groner, Taft's Well, Glam, Station Master Nov 5 | 
at3 Of Rec, Merthyr ty patil 

Jones, Joaian, Wieinshens, Ironmonger Nov 5 at 11 
26, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Kramer, Monrrz W, Billiter st, Merchant 
33, Carey s' Lincoln's inn 

Lawis, Davin, nr Liantrissant, Glam, Labourer 


Nov 10 at 1 


Nov5ati2 Off Reo, 29,  Guoen st, Cardiff 


mye ep ey on, Auctioneer | 
Ord Oct 23 


rt, \ seen Dealer | 


Uxbridge rd, Provision Mer- | 


| Jonrs, Sorma 


| Jovyen, Waurer Lyoxarp, late of 
Pet 


Livery, Ricnarp, Cardiff, Horse Dealer Nov 5 at 2.30 — 
Off. Ree, 29, r 


Manurez, Wiu1am Nic Tremadoe rd, Clapham, 
Builder Nov 4at3.20 24, way approach, London - 
ri 


Minurmerox, Ema Stourport, “General Dealer 
“Nov 3 at 12.40 ee os Weston, Solicitors, Kidder- 


Mrrcne.t, Witt1am James, U. Warlingham, Surrey, 
Farmer Nov 4 at 11.30 4, Railway approach, London. 


Bridge 

Mutes, CHaRLes ty Liandaff, Glam, Ship Broker 
Nov 9 at 2.30 Off Rec, 27, Queen st, Cardiff 

Murray, Davip Curistiz, Adelphi, terce, terce, Strand, Actor 
Noviati1 33, st, n’s inn t 

Nicnotas, Wituiam, and Matrruew Brows. be re 
Wholesale Ironmongers Novéat3 Off Ree, 35, ie- 





} toria Liverpool 
O.tptanp, Leonarp, Warfield, nr Bracknell, Berks, late 
Licensed Victualler Nov 3at 11.30 Herbert & Son, 
95, Peascod st, Windsor 


Parisu, Epwis, st, Hanover sqr, Hotel yp gd 
Nov 4at 11.30 


ptey bidgs, Pomel a st, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 


Prexe, Gorpox Lenwox, Catford Hill, Kent, late Com- 
ial Traveller Nov 3 at 11.30 24, a ap- 
proach, London Bridge 


} Pome Cuarves, Gt Grimsby, Farmer’s W: 


orking Fore- 

man Nov 4 at 10.30 Of Rec, 1 15, Osborne st, Gt 
Grimsby 

RalisTRIck, _ Leeds, formerly Innkeeper Nov 3 at 

12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Rosinson, Harry Byatt, Hagbourne, Berks, ee no occu- 
pation Nov6at12 33, st, Lincoln's 

Satrer, Freverick, Kenton, Lap deeeaaies ; ie Sat 
12.30 36, Prinoes st, Ipswich 

SNASHALL, JOHN, Spee, So Printer Nov 4 at 12.30 
24, Railway app, London B: 

Sragr, Freperick, Stourport, Saddler Nov 3 at 12.30 
Hooper & —T solisitors, ee 

STEPHENSON, AAC, Harman, Lodging house Keeper 
Nov 5at12 Off Rec, York 

bee aE 5 Allesiey, nr Coventry, Grocer Nov 3 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Caer 

TayLor, sents Woolwich, Coal ov 3 at 12.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Tuarx, James Gavin VYNER, pg _— School- 
master Nov 3 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salis’ 

Tuomas, Bensamix, Garston, nr feed Journeyman 
Blacksmi Nov 5 at 2.30 Off Rec, 3, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 


Uprox, soem, Rete, Yorks, Painter Nov4iat3 Off Rec, 
Middlesborough 

Vauventixe, Jonny Fautxyer, Moss Side, nr Manchester, 
Smallware Dealer Nov 5 at 2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, 

i st, Manchester 

Warts, Georce, Bath rd, Bedford Park, Commission Agent 
Nov 4 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Waicut, Ro.ayp Beckett, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Pro 

Dealer Nov 13 at 2 Off Rec, 3 Victoria st, | 


ADJUDICATIONS 
Boorn, Jouxn Henry, Derby, late Butcher Derby Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
Branxscoms, SaAmurtL, , See Y ~1- Glass Blower 
Worcester Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 2 


Browx, Dovetas, Crediton, Devon, essasisibe Exeter 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
Brows, Wrti1am, re < Cheshire, Farmer Stock- 
port Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 
Burke, James WILLIAM, Tiree Horse Dealer Liver- 
Pet Sept 18 Ord Oct 22 


Cu c.. Wriuiam Epwarp, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, Coal 
Factor Northampton Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Yo.urer, Cuartes Bexsasmx, Norwich, Baker Norwich 
Pet Uct 21 Ord Oct 22 

Cowarp, Hastines, Old Broad st, Merchant High Court 
Pet Aug’22 Ord Oct 24 

Curry, Jonny Vosrsr, Bradford, Solicitor Bradford Pet 
Aug 25 Ord Oct 22 

Davenport, Mavraew Henry, Whitchurch, Salop, Coal 
ee Nantwich and Crewe Pet Oct 7 
Oct 

Davirs, a Ystrad Rhondda, Glam, Miner Pontypridd 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Devuiry, Joun Jossen, Bromley, Kent, Physician Croy- 
don Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 22 

Dixex, Joux Heway, North Ormesby, Yorks, Draper 

Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Oct 21 

E besa rene Notting hill, Butch: High 

LSTON ALPH, 0 A utcher 

Court Pet wy 13 oa 8, Ona Oct 26 

Fosr wm, s Sas 5 tland, I Le 

It Oct Gad Os 5 Ord Oct 4 a ageny 

meee C ARL, ,» Furniture Dealer York Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Gover, Joux Orrs Bewtey, Congresbury, Somerset, Farmer 
Wells Pet Oct 3 Ord Oct 24 

Guwpy, Wriuiam, Leicester, Leather Dealer Leicester Pet 

Sept 16 Ord Oct 10 

Harr gk, Gores, Wenhaston, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Harrisup, Tomas, Liverpool, amare Remover Liver- 
pool Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 

Hayes, Wiiwias, Leicester, Beer Agent 
Oct 14 Ord Oct 23 


Hn, Jous, Cheltenham, Innkeeper Cheltenham Pet Oct 
2 Ond Oct 23 


Leicester Pet 


| Je Faxwr Waasgn, Breed, Gane. } Vitioer i 
Hvaurs, Jouy, Heswall, Cheshire, late Beerhouse Keeper | ae: 4 ray = 


Hi M’s A Cro 
RRADAILE, 
Liverpool 


Pet July 2 ed Oct ae 

al, Small- 

oe ‘oa bate 
Cheltenham. 


ware [ 


. 


: Sept 21 Ora Ot 90 
uessei.a, Autax Hexprrsox, New — 2 Cheshire, 
oe Manufacturer Birken Pet Oct 19 


as W. " . : 
aelitrag Janes, Wala, Cheshire Diskenhond Nt 


en 
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Movttox, Axsetm, Tonbridge, Nurseryman Tunbridge 
Wells. Pet Oct 20 Oct 22 

Nopen, Epwin, Seabridge, Staffs, Farmer Hanley, Burs- 
lem, and Tunstall Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Paprietv, Mary, Coleford, Somerset, Draper Frome 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Pawn, James Wriiam, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Oct 
23 Ord Oct 23 


Parmeter, Frank Witiiam, Kington, Herefordshire, 
late Hotel Keeper Leominster Pet Sept 9 Ord 


19 
saa = By Nancy, {Dudley, Grocer Dudley Pet Oct 21 
21 


Reaver, Water Jonny, Gt Cn, Smack Captain Gt 
Grimsby Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 2 

RorenserG, Asranam, Cheetham, Manchester, Cap Maker 
Manchester Pet Aug 20 Ord Oct 2: 

Sarrer, Frepericx, Kenton, Suffolk, | Ipswich 
Pet 20 Ord Oct 20 

Saunpers, ALEXANDER, Tranmere, Cheshire, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Birkenhead Pet Sept 29 Ord Oct 22 

Scuranx, Paut, South Shields, Hairdresser Newcastle on 

e Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Sirs, oy ona Somerset, Miller Wells Pet Oct 24 

Ord Oct 2 


Suita, a Monks Kirby, Warwickshire, Farmer 
Leicester Pet Sept 18 Ord Oct 10 

Sxarcaam, Witiiam, Gainford, Durham, Boot Dealer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Oct 23 Ord 


Oct 23 
Sreer, Hamtuton Moore, Florence rd, Lewisham High rd 
h Court Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 24 

Srepnensoy, Isaac, arrogate, Lodging-house Keeper 
York Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Tuoursoyx, Wiii1am, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Builder New- 
castle-on-Tyne Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Watery, Tuomas, Crewe, Butcher Crewe Pet Oct 19 
Ord Oct 23 


WELLs, Miieninie Brighton, ‘ Auctioneer "Brighton 
Receiving order made June 25, under sec 103 of the 
rere vA Act, 1883 Ord Oct 21 

Wuu1ams, Jony, Bronnant, Lledrod, Cardiganshire, Mason 
Abery stwith’ Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Yau.op, James, Lowestoft, Contractor Great Yarmouth 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Goopwin, JoserH WatERuHovsE, Sheffield, Glass Merchant 
Sheffield Adj Feb9 Annul Oct 22 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 2.—Messrs. Foster, on the Premises, at 1 and 2 
o’clock, Leasehold Residence ( (see advertisement, Oct 24, 
4). 


a 
Nov. 3.—Messrs. Daniet Watyey & Sons, at the Mart, 
E. C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Properties (see advertisement, 
this week, p. 18). 
Nov. 3.—Messrs. Mar.er & Besvett, at the Mart, E.C., at 
2 o'clock, Freehold Residence and Freehold Ground-Rents 
| __(see advertisement, Oct 24, p. 4). 
| Nov. 8.—Messrs. P. D. Tucxetr & Co., at the Mart, E.C., 
| ati o'clock, Freehold Ground-Rent (see advertisement, 
| Oct, 24, p. 4). 
Nov. | 4.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bovsrie.p, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, New River Shares, — Stocks and 
Shares (see advertisement, this week, p. 18). 
Nov. 4.—Messrs. Torris & Harpine, at the Mart, E.C., at 





2 o’clock, Freehold Properties (see advertisement, Oct. 17, 


p. 809). 
Nov. 5.—Messrs. Cuapwick, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, 
Freehold Ground-rents (see advertisement, Oct. 24, p. 4). 





Nov. 5.—Messrs. aaa Exuis, Cuark, & Co., at 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Investment (see 
advertisement, Oct. 3, p. 787). 

Nov. 5.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriztp, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Reversions and Graphic Shares 
(see advertisement, this week, p. 18). 





All letters intended for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer, 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, Double Num- 
bers, and Postage, 53s. WEEKLY REPORTER, 
in wrapper, 53s. SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL 
26s. Gd. ; by Post, 28s. 6d. Volumes bound 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty 1s experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 
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THE YEAR’S DECISIONS 


Aa Digest of all the 


CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE; 


Appeals to the House of Lords and Privy Council; 


ALSO OF 


Cases decided in the Supreme Court of Judicature and Court of Bankruptcy in Ireland ; 


FROM THE 24rx OF OCTOBER, 1890, 





TO THE 12th OF AUGUST, 1891. 


By WILLIAM FREDERICK BARRY, Esq,, 


Barrister-at-Law. 





LONDON: 


CHANCERY LANE, 


W.c. 
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